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PREFACE 


The aim of this work is to present a thorough analysis and 
evaluation of Theodore’s critical methods in Old Testament 
study on the basis of all the primary sources now available. The 
methodology which is followed in this study is therefore histori- 
cal, critical and analytical. Critical examination of the source 
material involves the analysis of both direct statements and log- 
ical implications which are pertinent to the study. 

Ancient authors, such as Eusebius, Libanius, Chrysostom, 
Jerome, Theodoret, Sozomen, Socrates, Malalas, and Leontius of 
Byzantium, are the main sources for an understanding of the his- 
torical, cultural and religious milieu of Antioch where Theodore 
was born and educated. 

Studies concerned with Theodore of Mopsuestia’s Old Tes- 
tament scholarship are scanty. Serious research on the subject 
began in the latter part of the nineteenth century. This present 
study is based on the following extant writings of Theodore of 
Mopsuestia: 


Commentarius in duodecim prophetas minores, edited 
by J. P. Migne, Patrologiae Graecae (66), 123-632. 


Fragmenta in Vetus Testamentum, edited by J. P. 
Migne, Patrologiae Graecae (66), 633-714. 


Le commentaire de Théodore de Mopsueste sur les 
Psaumes |-LXXX, edited by Robert Devreesse (Studi e 
Testi, No. 93) Citta del Vaticano: Bibliotheca Aposto- 
lica Vaticana, 1939. 

Les fragments grecs du commentaire de Théodore de 


Mopsueste sur le quatrieme Evangile, edited by Robert 
Devreesse as an Appendix to Essai sur Théodore de 
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Mopsueste (Studi e Testi, No. 141) Citta del Vaticano: 
Bibliotheca Apostolica Vaticana, 1948. 


Catechetical Commentary on the Nicene Creed, edited 
and translated from the Syriac by Alphonse Mingana 
(Woodbrooke Studies, Vol. V) Cambridge: W. Heffer 
and Sons, 1932. 


Catechetical Commentary on the Lord’s Prayer and on 
the Sacraments of Baptism and the Eucharist, edited 
and translated from the Syriac by Alphonse Mingana 
(Woodbrooke Studies, Vol. VI) Cambridge: W. Heffer 
and Sons, 1933. 


Theodori Mopsuesteni in epistolas beati Pauli commen- 
tarii. Vol. I: Galatians-Colossians. Vol. Il: Thessaloni- 
ans-Philemon. (The Latin version with the Greek frag- 
ments) Edited with an Introduction, Notes, and Indices 
by H. B. Swete, Cambridge: At the University Press, 
1880-1882. 


Fragments in Greek of Theodore’s commentaries on 
Romans, on I and II Corinthians, and on Hebrews. 
Edited by Karl Staab in Pauluskommentare aus der grie- 
chischen Kirche. Aus Katenenhandschriften gesamelt 
und herausgegeben (Neutestamentliche Abhandlungen, 
Band XV) Munster: Verlag der Aschendorffschen Ver- 
lagsbuchhandlung, 1933, pp. 113-212. 


The author’s declaration of indebtedness to the publications 
of previous French scholars is evident throughout the book and 
it is acknowledged primarily in the footnotes. The writings of 
Robert Devreesse loom very large. I am particularly thankful to 
J. M. Vosté, whose translation of the Nestorian Syriac texts has 
enormously facilitated my job, on account of my ignorance of the 
Syriac language. 

It is a genuine pleasure to express my heartfelt thanks to the 
Paulist Press and to members of its editorial board for their kind- 
ness and patience, as well as their generosity in requesting one of 
their editors to undertake the preparation and revision of the 
manuscript, on account of my poor eyesight. For these efforts, a 
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word of gratitude is due to Mrs. Georgia Christo, a former stu- 
dent and now editor of the Paulist Press, who has painstakingly 
read the entire manuscript and provided editorial guidance. Last 
but not least, I express my appreciation to my friend and col- 
league, Professor Demetrios Constantelos, for the stimulus I have 
received. 


Holy Cross 
Brookline, 1986 


INTRODUCTION 


In the last few decades the name of Theodore of Mopsuestia 
has stood in the foreground of patristic studies in the western 
Christian world. The revival of interest in the work of an ancient 
heresiarch was stimulated by the discovery in the last forty years 
of manuscripts and fragments comprising both original writings 
and Syriac translations of his works. 

As a result of these discoveries Theodore’s christology has 
become the focus of contention in the publications that have 
appeared wherein the views are contentious and dissenting: 
authors would defend the premise that Theodore’s teaching on 
the nature of Christ’s person would pass the test of traditional 
teaching as it was formulated by the Council of Chalcedon (451), 
and others would support the opposite view, i.e. Theodore was a 
Nestorian before Nestorius, or in a more subtle way Theodore in 
his understanding of the christological problem was guided by a 
metaphysical moralism which precluded the complete reunion of 
the superior divine nature with the inferior human one. 

Whatever the outcome of this theological debate, our inter- 
est in this book lies somewhere else. Its whole range will be con- 
centrating on Theodore’s Old Testament scholarship. There is 
sufficient new material which would support such an undertak- 
ing. However, a brief analysis of Theodore’s christology has been 
attempted for the purpose of explaining in a condensed fashion 
his post-mortem trial and condemnation by the Fifth Ecumenical 
Council in 553. 

Theodore appeared at a time when conventional doctrines 
and traditional views concerning biblical interpretation were not 
being challenged by the fathers of the church. Yet, in his theolog- 
ical studies at the school of Antioch, which was simply known to 
its graduates by the name doxnrnpiov, i.e. hermitage, Theodore 
learned a new methodological approach for the study and inter- 
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pretation of the Bible, the so-called historico-grammatical 
method. This new hermeneutical procedure cleared away once 
and for all the relatively old structure of allegory and its fanciful 
aberrations, as they were practiced by the Alexandrian fathers 
and still others. This very new method is our own method today. 
A direct legacy from the Antiochian school, it was revived in the 
western Christian world in the nineteenth century, and it 1s 
applied by all biblical scholars of whatever background and 
affliation. 

The origin and development of the theological school of 
Antioch is necessarily treated in this book in a general fashion 
due to lack of more precise information. Its rival, the school of 
Alexandria, was more favorably treated by historical circum- 
stances, which means we know a lot more about its beginnings, 
its curriculum, and its faculty. 

At any rate, in the evolution of Christian thought and bibli- 
cal scholarship the school of Antioch has contributed its consid- 
erable share. And Theodore proved to be the foremost expounder 
of his alma mater. He is still regarded as the number one theo- 
retician of that historic institution who has exemplified in his 
own writings the basic tenets of his school. 

Theodore’s age was not conducive to a critical attitude 
toward the Bible, and yet in his biblical scholarship there is 
remarkable freedom for research and critical investigation. He 
seems to have advocated an objective viewpoint which ought to 
be ultimately based first on historical inquiry, and second on the 
internal evidence supplied by the text itself. His methodological 
tools cleared away the structure of biblical misconceptions so far 
as they then existed. He was particularly critical of the Alexan- 
drian allegorists whom he preferred to name mythologues. 

The purpose of this study is to present Theodore’s Old Tes- 
tament scholarship insofar as it has been preserved for us in the 
primary sources now available and to include every possible evi- 
dence and testimony coming from the secondary sources, partic- 
ularly the Syriac texts which are scattered in different 
publications. We shall try to present as complete a picture of 
Theodore’s study of the Old Testament as it is possible. We 
intend to ascertain the method by which he investigated the 
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scriptural texts. For this we have included some attention to tra- 
ditional Jewish and Christian methods of exegesis for the pur- 
pose of contrast. Attention is given to such subjects as canon and 
text, including the deuterocanonical (the so called apocrypha), as 
well as his opinion on the Septuagint. An attempt has been made 
to interpret the Mopsuestian’s views on such thorny biblical 
questions as scriptural inspiration, prophetic call, prophetic 
inspiration, prophetic ecstasy, and messianic expectation. Theo- 
dore’s interpretation of the prophetic call and inspiration is 
highly appreciative of the psychological aspects of the phenom- 
enon of prophecy. In his opinion all the prophets of Israel were 
ecstatic personalities, and this state of mind resulted from their 
certainty that they clearly stood in a personal relationship with 
the eternal God. Prophetic inspiration is not a mechanical com- 
munication dictated in Hebrew by the spirit of God but an inner 
experience known during an ecstatic state when the prophet wit- 
nessed unutterable and terrifying experiences. 

In conclusion there is clear ground for according Theodore 
of Mopsuestia a significant place in the history of biblical schol- 
arship. He has anticipated a number of views—however embry- 
onic—which are held by contemporary scholars. 


- ~-_ 


Chapter One 


EDUCATION AND MINISTRY 
OF THEODORE OF MOPSUESTIA 


The life of Theodore is shrouded in obscurity. He was born 
ca. 350 in Antioch when the Arians were in the ascendency 
throughout the province of Syria. John Chrysostom informs us 
that Theodore was a man of noble birth and an heir to large 
estates.’ Probably his parents were Christians, and his brother, 
Polycronius, became bishop of Apamea on the Orontes.” 

Theodore, with his friend and companion John Chrysostom, 
and with Maximus, later bishop of Seleucia in Isauria, attended 
the lectures of the honored sophist Libanius under whose guid- 
ance they studied literature and rhetoric.? Theodore was also 
trained in philosophy; in Sozomen’s Church History, Theodore 
is described as “a man well versed in the arts and sciences of the 
rhetors and philosophers.”* He had developed, from his early 
youth, eagerness to study the liberal arts and had planned to ded- 
icate himself to the profitable vocation of a lawyer, with the 
intenticn of attaining a civic office. His fine intellect had proba- 
bly caught the attention of his teachers who advised him to carry 
on his graduate studies in the Forum, after his graduation from 
the Museum.’ 

No person seems to have exercised more influence over the 
youthful Theodore than his lifelong friend and colleague John 
Chrysostom. Theodore left the Museum and, following the exam- 
ple and advice of his former fellow student, John, retired with 
Maximus to the monastic school of Diodore and Carterius in the 
vicinity of Antioch.® Chrysostom remarks that Theodore’s retire- 
ment from the noisy life of the Museum and Forum at the age of 
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twenty was sincere and ardent and further suggests that Theo- 
dore’s intention to practice every form of the ascetic discipline 
was pure and zealous.’ 

But soon there was to be a change, and Theodore’s enthusi- 
asm for the askesis was followed by a sudden reaction. He left the 
monastic school and order, returned to the Forum, and assumed 
his juristic studies. When he exchanged his ascetic vow for the 
Forum, however, Theodore did not fail to justify his decision by 
citing several examples from the Bible, for he was, according to 
the remark by the historian Sozomen, “a very learned person.’ 
But Chrysostom’s eloquence dissuaded him from continuing his 
studies in the Forum. Chrysostom, bitterly hurt by Theodore’s 
vacillation, sent him a letter’ in which he tried to persuade Theo- 
dore to return to Asketerion: 


I shed tears not because you assumed care of your pat- 
rimonial affairs, but because you have withdrawn your- 
self from the list of the brethren and have contemptu- 
ously obliterated your covenant with Christ. For this 
desertion severe punishment awaits you, if you persist 
in it.... A merchant can suffer shipwreck, an athlete 
can be defeated, a soldier can have recourse to flight; but 
they can come back again. ... Of what profit to you the 
good fortune, power, riches and esteem? All that is but 
temporary. ... Now your friends, Valerius, Florentius, 
Porphyrius and many others, are praying for you. If they 
do not despair of your salvation, why should you? He 
who lives for Christ alone enjoys real freedom.... 
Therefore away with despondency and fear, the sharpest 
weapons of evil.... At any rate I will try, with the life- 
boat of this letter, to save you from shipwreck. .. . If you 
have not completely forgotten me, then rejoice me by 
answering it.'° 


Indeed Theodore listened to the brotherly admonitions of 
his friend, returned to the monastery and rededicated himself to 
his obedience with devotion. Thereafter and throughout his life- 
time, until the question of Theodore’s orthodoxy raised posthu- 
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mously because a notorious issue for party strife, the record of 
his dedication and piety is unstained. 

When Theodore embarked on the spiritual life, Diodore and 
Carterius were in charge of the Asketerion.'' And thus Theodore 
had an excellent opportunity to carry on studies in exegesis and 
theology under the guidance of the learned Diodore, and in ascet- 
ics under Carterius. Diodore is generally considered to have been 
the founder of the school of Antioch, and his chief claim to fame 
lay in his meticulous exegetical work and the sound interpretive 
methods he inculcated.’* He had pursued his classical studies in 
Athens, and later studied theology and exegesis in Antioch under 
the retired bishop of Emesa (Homs), Eusebius.'? Apparently 
when Diodore joined the cloister he decided to open a theological 
school based on a monastic discipline.'* According to Theodoret 
of Cyrus, Diodore’s friend, Flavian, was most influential in the 
development of this religious school and made its faculty skilled 
debaters by providing Diodore and his teaching assistants with 
biblical manuscripts and doctrinal orientations with which they 
easily tore apart the nets of the heretics.'° Diodore was Theo- 
dore’s teacher, and the brightest period in the history of the 
school of Antioch opens with Diodore, who taught for a long time 
at the Asketerion before he became bishop of Tarsus in 378.'° In 
his writings there are already the basic ideas for his dogmatic sys- 
tem and exegetical methodology, both of which appear later, 
more fully and more clearly developed, in Theodore’s theological 
scholarship.'’ Unfortunately, information about the statutes of 
Diodore’s school is lacking. Nor do we know much about the 
character of the instruction and the order of studies. Like the 
ecclesiastical institutions for the training of the clergy in the east- 
ern church today, the school at Antioch resembled a monastic 
foundation under the jurisdiction of the bishop of the Syrian cap- 
ital. The students as well as the ordained teachers lived in the 
Asketerion, and special rules regulated the daily program of this 
cenobite. This school was not, however, unlike the theological 
school of Alexandria, a recognized institution with a tradition of 
brilliant scholars. The students joined the Asketerion for ascetic- 
theological training and promised to remain unmarried. Study 
hours were long. The principal subject of the curriculum was the 


12 THEODORE OF MOPSUESTIA 


Bible. In addition questions of dogmatics, apologetics, and ethics 
were studied. Philosophy was taught.'® Participation in church 
services was compulsory. The system of interpretation of the 
Bible, which appealed to the Antiochene teachers, was the his- 
torico-grammatical exegesis of the biblical texts, as opposed to 
the allegorical and mystical theories pursued at Alexandria. Dio- 
dore, in contrasting the exegetical methodology of his school with 
that of the Alexandrians, declared: ““We demand them to know 
that we prefer much more the historical comprehension of the 
text than the allegorical.’’”” 

At any rate, during those crucial years for the church at Anti- 
och, the monastic foundation of Diodore and Carterius formed a 
religious institution of the first magnitude for the needs of the 
orthodox Christians of Syria, and a center for the cultivation of 
Christian letters. Here Theodore received his theological educa- 
tion. It was for him a period of growth in biblical and theological 
learning. 

We do not know how long Theodore remained in the school 
of Diodore. The chronology of his life and its relation to later 
ecclesiastical happenings poses certain difficulties which cannot 
finally be solved. Chrysostom’s connections with the school of 
Diodore were broken when he decided to retire to a remote 
mountain hermitage.” Theodore seems, however, to have con- 
tinued his studies until the elevation of his teacher Diodore to 
the see of Tarsus in 378. In all probability Theodore remained 
from 369 to 378 in the Asketerion and kept busy expounding the 
scriptures and refuting heresy.”! 

Theodore had a third period of preparation for his life’s 
work, this time in pastoral work. Theodore had long belonged to 
the congregation led by Flavian and, after the promotion of his 
teacher Diodore to the diocese of Tarsus, the future bishop of 
Mopsuestia attached himself to Flavian of Antioch by whom he 
was ordained presbyter.” Theodore might have been thirty-three 
years old when he was ordained a priest. As a presbyter he proved 
to his superior his eagerness to defend the cause of orthodoxy in 
word and writing. As a preacher he seems to have attained some 
distinction, especially in his contributions to the dogmatic dis- 
putes of that time in which he played an important role, as the 
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testimonies of his contemporaries and the extant fragments of his 
works prove sufficiently.” He fervently opposed the errors of the 
Arians, Eunomians, Apollinarists, Origenists, and Persian magic, 
and he mediated in the Antiochian schism, which threw the 
church into confusion for a whole century. 

Through his effectiveness as teacher and presbyter at the 
principal church in Antioch, and his productive literary work, 
Theodore’s fame and authority grew from year to year. In 392 he 
was promoted, after the death of Bishop Olympios, to the see of 
Mopsuestia in Cilicia. As bishop he continued to work for the 
good of his diocese.” Several of his literary works are doubtless 
living commentaries on and reflections of those pastoral labors. 
The famous letter of Ibas testifies that Theodore, during his epis- 
copate, eliminated from his ecclesiastical jurisdiction all sorts of 
errors and deviations from that which he rejected as right and 
true.” He was considered by many as “a herald of truth” and “a 
doctor of the entire church.” 

In the year 394 Theodore accompanied Flavian to a synod 
at Constantinople which was to decide the question concerning 
the see of Bostra in the patriarchate of Antioch. On this occasion 
the clergy and the people of the capital were both astonished by 
the wisdom and eloquence of the Syrian bishop. The fame of 
Theodore had spread in the city, and Emperor Theodosius I 
invited him to preach in the imperial court. The sermon made a 
deep impression, and Theodosius.declared that he had never met 
with such a teacher.”’ Another glimpse of Theodore’s episcopal 
activities is supplied in a letter addressed to him from Pontus by 
his exiled friend John Chrysostom, the archbishop of Constanti- 
nople (404-407). Chrysostom had probably sought Theodore’s 
aid through the latter’s uncle, Paeanius, who held a public office 
in Constantinople.” Theodore energetically interceded with the 
rival parties on behalf of his old friend with a view to reconciling 
their differences. Evidently Theodore’s mediation was strong and 
appealing for Chrysostom wrote: 


I can never forget thy love, so genuine and warm, so sin- 
cere and guileless, a love maintained from early years, 
and manifested even now. ... I am not unaware of all 
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that you have endeavored to say and do on my behalf 
my most honorable and God-loving lord. . . . Exiled, as 
I am, I reap no ordinary comfort from having in Cilicia 
such a treasure, such a mine of wealth, as the love of 
your vigilant and brave heart.” 


A more solemn declaration could not have been made by a 
more impartial and unbiased judge, and so damaging was it felt 
to be to the motives and machinations of Theodore’s avowed 
enemies that at the Second Council of Constantinople in 553, 
efforts were vainly made to reject the authenticity of this letter.*° 

True to the traditions of the Antiochian church, Theodore 
was in friendly communication with the fathers of the church. 
Ibas of Edessa, in appraising the work of Theodore, noted: “Even 
distant churches received instruction from him.’*! His most 
famous pupils were John, bishop of Antioch; Theodoret, the cel- 
ebrated bishop of Cyrus; Ibas of Edessa; and Nestorius, the arch- 
bishop of Constantinople and heresiarch. Toward the end of the 
year 428, after receiving Nestorius, who was on his way to claim 
the throne of the New Rome, Theodore died in peace and com- 
munion with the church, at the end of a ministry of forty-five 
years. 

Such are the data that history has left us about the life of a 
highly gifted man whose intellectuality became proverbial among 
both panegyrists and his enemies. It is a misfortune that his per- 
sonal letters, long known to the Nestorian authors of Syria as The 
Book of Pearls and doubtless a treasure for the history of his life, 
have been lost. 

Theodore of Mopsuestia lived and died in the fellowship of 
faith, and several famous churchmen showed him great respect 
while he was living. No reprimand was heard.** His orthodoxy 
was not really questioned until three years after his death at the 
Council of Ephesus (431) by a certain Charisius who introduced 
a deformed creed linked with the name of Theodore. The creed 
was condemned by the council, but its authorship did not come 
up for discussion.** The denunciation of Theodore’s orthodoxy 
began only with the rise of the Nestorian heresy. Even then the 
charges against Theodore’s heterodoxy emerged slowly. It was 
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Rabboula, bishop of Edessa, who started the attacks against the 
Mopsuestian by charging that in his writings Theodore denied 
that Mary was Theotokos.** The Syriac bishop of Edessa, in his 
fervent animosity against the Mopsuestian, went so far as to 
order all existing manuscripts of Theodore’s writings confiscated 
and burned.* Another person who detested both Nestorianism 
and Theodore was Acacius, bishop of Melitene in Armenia 
Secunda. In a letter to Sahak, Catholicos of Armenia, he advised 
the Armenian Christians to avoid those who are “imbued with 
the teaching of Theodore of Mopsuestia and the evil poison of 
Nestorius.” 

The controversy over the heterodoxy of Theodore gained 
momentum and seriousness when Cyril of Alexandria, the man 
who masterminded the deliberations of the Council of Ephesus 
and exposed Nestorianism, joined the critics of Theodore. Cyril, 
who had once spoken favorably of Theodore’s polemical and exe- 
getical work, now, under the influence of Rabboula, Acacius, and 
certain Palestinian monks, decided to take a definite stand in 
opposition. Actually Cyril’s opinion about Theodore’s christolog- 
ical teaching was hardly any different from that expressed by 
Rabboula and Acacius. His remark in a letter to Acacius is 
typical: 


Pretending to detest the teachings of Nestorius, they 
applaud them in another way by admiring the teachings 
of Theodore, although these are tainted with an equal, 
or rather much more grievous impiety. For Theodore 
was not the disciple of Nestorius, but rather the other 
way around, and both speak as from one mouth, emit- 
ting one and the same poison of heterodoxy from their 
hearts.*’ 


While Theodore was vigorously attacked by the followers of 
the Cyrillian party, he was wholeheartedly supported by the 
fathers of the Oriental dioceses. Cyril’s judgment on Theodore 
was not shared by the followers of the school of Antioch. The 
fight was carried on by Theodore’s students: by Ibas of Edessa, 
who succeeded Rabboula to the episcopacy in 435; by John of 
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Antioch, who valiantly fought against those who wanted to 
defame the character of his teacher; and by Theodoret, the most 
illustrious student of the Mopsuestian who undertook, with his 
sharp pen, to defend the memory of “the doctor of the universal 
church.’”® But the fervor of the campaign for the posthumous 
condemnation of Theodore subsided temporarily through the 
intervention of Emperor Theodosius JJ who, at the recommen- 
dation of Proclus of Constantinople, issued an edict to John of 
Antioch and his council of bishops urging them to unity, and urg- 
ing that all should make it a rule never to assail the memory of 
persons who had died in the communion of the church.” 

The issue of Theodore’s orthodoxy did not come up for dis- 
cussion in the Fourth Ecumenical Council of Chalcedon in 451. 
However, the fathers of this council had an excellent opportunity 
to hear an echo of Theodore’s full name when, attentively, they 
listened to the letter of Ibas which was read in the assembly.” It 
is a serious question why the fathers of Chalcedon did not 
attempt to settle the controversy over Theodore’s orthodoxy 
when the name of the late bishop of Mopsuestia was formally 
introduced into the proceedings of the council by the letter of 
Ibas. It may be that the council had no time to discuss the subject 
of Theodore’s orthodoxy because it had to deal with more urgent 
problems. We know, of course, that the fathers of Chalcedon did 
discuss the fate of such personalities as Dioscorus, Eutyches, 
Theodoret, Ibas, Domnus, Flavian and others.*! Some contem- 
porary writers interpret the silence of Chalcedon, regarding Theo- 
dore, as a conciliar approbation of his orthodox contribution to 
the development of the christological dogma.” However, it is dif- 
ficult to view the Definition of Chalcedon as a justification of 
Theodore’s view on the incarnation. The claim that the council 
had many other more immediate and urgent issues to deal with, 
and preferred to abstain from attempting to solve disputes which 
were not within its agenda, hardly seems acceptable.” 

There are clear reasons which would better explain why 
Theodore was not considered at Chalcedon. First of all, the Mop- 
suestian, in spite of the charges of Cyril against his christology, 
does not seem at that time to have been declared by the church 
a formal heretic. Second, Proclus of Constantinople, Cyril of 
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Alexandria, John of Antioch, and Emperor Theodosius II had all 
agreed, only a few years before, never to assail the memory of a 
person who had died in peace with the church. Third, after the 
downfall and exile of Dioscorus, the council resumed its delib- 
erations, but in those later sessions the ultra-Cyrillian party was 
left without a spokesman who would raise the issue. 

However, the overriding question is not why Theodore was 
not discussed in the council, but whether the synod of Chalcedon 
defined a profession of faith in essentials similar to that of Theo- 
dore. The conciliar definition affirms that Christ is one person in 
two natures which are united unconfusedly, unchangeably, indi- 
visibly, inseparably, in one Prosopon and Hypostasis; the Virgin 
Mary is the Theotokos.“ 

The Chalcedonian definition represents a moderate state- 
ment of faith, worded carefully in order to keep the balance 
between opposing standpoints in regard to the problem of the 
union of the divine and the human natures in Christ. The for- 
mula of the statement rests upon a theological eclecticism which 
meets the essential christological viewpoints of the two rival 
schools of Alexandria and Antioch. As Kelly rightly has 
remarked: “In its final shape the Definition is a mosaic of 
excerpts from Cyril’s two Letters, Leo’s Tome, the Union Symbol 
(of Antioch) and Flavian’s profession of faith at the Standing 
Synod of the patriarchate at Constantinople.”* The emphasis of 
the conciliar definition is grounded in the absolute belief that 
while Jesus Christ is consubstantial with the Father, according to 
the Godhead, and consubstantial with us, according to manhood, 
he nevertheless remains one person and one hypostasis in two 
natures. The two natures, the divine and the human, co-exist 
without division in the oneness of the personality of the God- 
man. The person of Christ is identical with that of the incarnated 
external Logos. Because he who was born of the Father before the 
ages was also born of the Virgin Mary according to the flesh, 
Mary must be recognized as Theotokos.** 

With these preliminaries, we can turn to a brief considera- 
tion of Theodore’s doctrine of the incarnation and compare his 
christology with the conclusions of Chalcedon. The problem of 
the union of the divine and human natures in Christ engaged 
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Theodore’s continual attention because Arianism and Apollinar- 
ianism were in full sway at the close of the fourth century; and 
the Mopsuestian, inspired by the example of his teacher, Diodore 
of Tarsus, strove mightily to stem the tide of heresy. His major 
works on the subject are lost, and an objective appraisal of his 
christology is a difficult undertaking. For his views we must 
depend on the so-called “hostile florilegia,”*” which have been 
compiled by pamphleteers of the sixth century for securing Theo- 
dore’s condemnation by the Fifth General Council, and on the 
newly-discovered texts of Theodore’s works. 

The most distinctive aspect of Theodore’s christology is its 
dualism: Christ is both perfect God and perfect man. A typical 
Theodorean sentence runs: “Let us apply our minds to the dis- 
tinction of natures, He Who assumed is God and only-begotten 
Son, but the form of a slave, He Who was assumed, is man.’’*® 
At a time when proper attention was not always paid to the 
humanity of Christ, and there was a strong tendency to reduce 
Christ’s manhood to a vanishing point, the christology of Theo- 
dore emphatically stressed that the incarnated divine Logos 
assumed a complete human nature, composed of a body and an 
immortal soul. Theodore’s christological dualism, favored by all 
the Antiochene thinkers, is mainly the product of his opposition 
to the teaching of Arians and Apollinarians, who questioned, in 
their respective christologies, the reality of Christ’s divine nature 
and human soul.” Gospel revelation, Theodore argued, draws a 
sharp line of demarcation between the characteristic attributes of 
the two natures, divine and human, in the one Christ.” In the 
public ministry of the historical Jesus, Theodore pleaded, the 
mutual properties of the two natures remained distinguishable. 
In harmony with this, he insisted that Christ exists in the duality 
of his natures, and thus he was led to distinguish between the Son 
of God and the son of David.*' Alongside the divine nature there 
must be a complete and autonomous human nature, which 
undergoes real physical growth as well as growth in the discern- 
ment of good and evil.” Of the complete manhood of Christ 
Theodore had no doubt, and that is why he spoke at length about 
the weaknesses and defects of the Lord’s physical nature.*? Theo- 
dore was no less explicit regarding the existence in Christ of a 
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perfect divine nature. The distinction between the ‘“assumer” 
Logos and the “assumed” man is commonplace in Theodore’s 
dogmatic writings and occurs numerous times. The result of this 
sharp distinction between the divine and the human in the his- 
torical Jesus was that it enabled Theodore to assert consistently 
the independence of the two natures without confusion and with- 
out division in the person of Christ. The duality in the God- 
man, the reality of the two natures in Christ, and the explicit 
acknowledgement of Christ’s normal human psychology are the 
basic and soundest features of Theodore’s christological schema 
and as such are enshrined and recognized in the Chalcedonian 
Definition of Faith.” But beyond this point Theodore’s teaching 
on the two natures in Christ is not free from notable defects. It 
lacks an important theological feature which was strongly empha- 
sized by the Chalcedonian fathers: the God-man who exists in 
two natures is one person and one hypostasis. The one person 
affected by the union of the two natures is the unique hypostasis 
of the incarnated Logos, who was born of the Theotokos and is 
consubstantial with the Father according to divinity and consub- 
stantial with us according to humanity. The divine Logos is the 
unique subject of the Incarnate. 

On the contrary, Theodore differed in his understanding of 
the problems of the unity of Christ. There can be no doubt that 
he taught that the Incarnate is one person, and that the doctrine 
of two sons, the Son of God and the son of David, had no appeal 
to him;** nevertheless he never admitted that the one person in 
Christ is none other than the incarnated Logos in whom there are 
two natures united into a harmonious hypostasis. His Christ was 
not a person metaphysically dependent on the incarnated Logos. 
Theodore was a moralistic metaphysician, and his theological 
presuppositions did not allow him to expound the incarnation in 
terms of metaphysics. God cannot be present in any heterosub- 
stantial place according to essence because this would be a limi- 
tation of his infinity.*’ 

How, then, does the unity of Christ’s two natures project 
itself in Theodore’s doctrinal system? How is the union between 
the assumed man and the Logos who assumed him to be defined? 
Theodore dealt with the problem by using biblical language 
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which excluded any metaphysical implication. The idea of 
“dwelling” (skenao) or “indwelling” (enoikeo) provided him with 
the most satisfying interpretation of the incarnation.® It is not a 
dwelling by essence of hypostasis, but by good will (eudokia). The 
relevant fragment reads: 


And why is it necessary to say any more? The reason for 
the union according to essence is true only in the case 
of consubstantials, but in the case of things not consub- 
stantial it is not true, there being no possible reason for 
confusion. But the manner of union according to good 
will, while preserving the natures, demonstrates the one 
person of both inseparably, and also the one will and 
one energy, together with one authority and rule which 
is consequent to these.” 


The quoted passage shows that Theodore was not indifferent 
to the problem of the unity of Christ’s person. But he rather 
offered a view of unity which in its essentials suggests a biblical 
explanation and not a theological one. 

However, we cannot charge Theodore with obstinacy and 
deliberate distortion of Christian truth. There is no indication of 
anything like a formal heresy. There seems to be evidence that 
Theodore’s intention, in thinking out the christological problem, 
was to conform to the doctrine of the church as he understocd it. 
One cannot read Theodore’s extant dogmatic writings without 
being thoroughly impressed by his honest intention to think with 
the church. 

The Fifth General Council, held one hundred and twenty- 
five years after Theodore’s death, condemned: (1) the writings of 
Theodore in toto; (2) the writings of Theodoret against Cyril of 
Alexandria and in favor of Nestorius; (3) the letter of Ibas of 
Edessa to the Persian Maris. The council pronounced a formal 
anathema on Theodore. The reasons for the condemnation were 
largely theological and political. The Monophysite quarrel 
proved highly dangerous to the Byzantine empire since many of 
its followers in the granary-land of Egypt mixed nationalistic ten- 
dencies with their religion and threatened the rule of Constanti- 
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nople. Emperor Justinian, in his autocratic religious policy, was 
determined to reconcile the Monophysite church of Egypt with 
his court. So he insisted on, and obtained, in 553, the condem- 
nation of Theodore, whom the Monophysites regarded as the 
originator of Nestorianism, their chief antagonist. The practice 
of the church, up to that year, was to sanctify those who died in 
peace and communion with it. In anathematizing Theodore, the 
Church acted against its own tradition and set a precedent which 
it has never used again. 
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Chapter Two 


THEODORE’S LITERARY ACTIVITY 
AND THE PRESENT STATE 
OF HIS WORKS 


Theodore’s contribution to the patristic literature was sub- 
stantial. His literary activity began at an early age, possibly while 
he was still a student under Diodore and Carterius, and contin- 
ued till at least the end of the second decade of the fifth century. ! 
During these years Theodore’s pen was unusually productive and 
his creativity became proverbial among both his friends and his 
adversaries. John of Antioch, in his attempt to defend the mem- 
ory of his deceased teacher, mentioned that Theodore “‘has writ- 
ten immeasurable books against heresies.”? To this testimony 
Cyril of Alexandria, Theodore’s later adversary, paid this tribute: 


The great Theodore has written perhaps twenty ample 
books against the Arian and Eunomian heresies, and 
besides these he has interpreted the gospel and apostolic 
writings.? 


Leontius of Byzantium, in his polemic against a deceased 
Theodore, made the sarcastic remark that he was treating scrip- 
tures with insult when he was no more than eighteen years old.* 

It was as an interpreter of the Bible that Theodore stood 
supreme among the scholars of his day. In later times, when he 
was condemned as a heretic, Theodore was known by those who 
still venerated him as the Mephasqana (interpreter) par excel- 
lence.” He wrote commentaries on nearly all the books of the 
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Bible, and these are remarkable for their objective investigations 
into questions of date and authorship, structure and unity, his- 
torical background, canonicity, and inspiration. He composed in 
addition a large number of dogmatic and apologetic works which 
prove his keen interest in most of the religious issues of his day 
and attest that he was engaged in a theological dialogue through- 
out his lifetime. 

Few of what must have been the numerous writings of Theo- 
dore have come down to us. This is due primarily to the fact that 
he was associated with Nestorianism by succeeding generations, 
and this circumstance led to deliberate attempts to destroy his 
writings as dangerous to true faith. As noted above, Rabboula of 
Edessa was the first to anathematize Theodore and to order all 
existing copies of his works confiscated and burned.® Prohibited 
though they were, parts of Theodore’s works were quoted ver- 
batim, even though anonymously, in biblical commentaries.’ 
Some of Theodore’s writings were translated into Syriac and 
Latin. 

The best sources for the titles of Theodore’s writings are two 
parallel catalogues which have been preserved in Syriac docu- 
ments from the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries. One of these 
catalogues comes from the Nestorian metropolitan Ebedjesus, 
the last important theological writer of the Syriac-speaking 
church, who died at the beginning of the fourteenth century.® The 
second catalogue of Theodore’s works is provided in the so-called 
Chronicle of Seert, which is a Nestorian document from the first 
half of the thirteenth century and was discovered in Kurdistan 
and edited in French by Addai Scher in 1909.° 

Although these two Syriac catalogues were written many 
centuries after Theodore’s death, their historical data may be 
considered reliable. This is shown by the agreement which exists 
between the two catalogues on numerous items, although, as 
indicated by several differences, they were independently com- 
piled.’° Furthermore, the Christians of eastern Syria made them- 
selves the heirs of Antiochian biblical scholarship, and the writ- 
ings of the Mephasqana were so much esteemed that after the 
Council of Ephesus in 431 several of Theodore’s compositions 
were translated into Syriac by the teachers at the school of 
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Edessa, thus becoming the literary heritage of the Nestorian 
church of Syria and Persia.!! 

Both catalogues are divided into two parts; in each the first 
deals with the exegetical commentaries, and the second with dog- 
matic treatises plus liturgical, didactic, and canon law subjects. 
According to Ebedjesus, Theodore’s commentaries consisted of 
forty-one volumes and exceeded in size one hundred and fifty 
times the books of the major and minor prophets combined.’ 

On the Book of Genesis. In his catalogue Ebedjesus noted 
that Theodore the interpreter “published a commentary on the 
book of Genesis in three volumes which he elaborated with pre- 
eminent method and explanation.”"? The Chronicle of Seert tells 
us that “Aliph requested him to write a commentary on the Pen- 
tateuch, something which he did in three volumes.” 

Photius, patriarch of Constantinople (c. 819-895), seems to 
have been acquainted only with the first volume of this commen- 
tary on the Pentateuch, of which he gives us the following biased 
opinion: 


Read the work of Theodore of Antioch entitled History 
of Creation, the first book of which contains seven vol- 
umes. The style is neither brilliant nor very clear. Theo- 
dore, in this book, avoids the use of allegory as much as 
possible, being only concerned with the discovery of the 
historical sense of the book. He frequently writes tauto- 
logically, and produces a graceless and unpleasant 
impression... ." 


This commentary has been lost and only a few fragments 
have come down to us.'° Additional parts or fragments of this 
commentary have been recovered from various Byzantine cate- 
nae published by Karo and Lietzmann."’ Different citations from 
this commentary have been preserved by John Philopon.'® Some 
other fragments of the same work have been discovered from the 
manuscript M or Coislin 113 (Coislinianus) of the National 
Library of Paris, and have been published by R. Devreesse.'? And 
a few fragments have been preserved in a Syriac manuscript 
which was edited by Sachau.”’ Thus we are now in possession of 
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Theodore’s commentary on Genesis 1-3, covering the act of the 
creation, the organization of creatures, the invisible powers, day 
and night and the first day, plants and animals, the creation of 
man as the image of God, the sabbath rest, paradise and the tree 
of knowledge, the creation of Eve, the fall and the expulsion. 

The determination of the date of this book is extremely dif- 
ficult. The catalogues make no allusion to historical persons, and 
the fragments do not provide bases for any such judgment. How- 
ever, Swete surmises that the commentary could have been writ- 
ten by 405.” 

On Exodus. Did Theodore write a commentary on the Pen- 
tateuch? Though Ebedjesus does not mention the other books of 
the torah, the Chronicle of Seert specifies that Alipha requested 
Theodore to write on the Pentateuch, and he did it in three vol- 
umes. Meanwhile the catenae have preserved three excerpts 
which explain Exodus 25:8-20 (the ark of the covenant and the 
mercy-seat), Exodus 25:23-29 (the table of the showbread), and 
Exodus 25:30-38 (the seventh-branch menorah).” The catenists 
have also preserved a few lines from Theodore’s commentary on 
Joshua 7:45, and on Judges 13:25 and 16:17.*? The existence, 
therefore, of about half a dozen fragments indicates that the com- 
mentary on Genesis was not the only one. Leontius of Byzantium 
affirms that Theodore wrote commentaries on the whole Bible.” 

On the Book of Psalms. Ebedjesus in his catalogue stated, 
“He expounded (the book of) David in five volumes for Cedron 
who was his brother.””> And the Chronicle of Seert adds: ‘“‘and 
Cedron requested him to write one more commentary on David, 
something which he did in three volumes.’ But the most per- 
tinent witness to this commentary comes from Theodore himself. 
In a book that bears the title On Allegory and History our author 
apologizes to Cedron that his commentary on the Psalms was 
written in haste because of lack of time, and that was why he 
neglected to write it more diligently.”’ 

Further, Theodore in his surviving commentary on the 
twelve minor prophets does not fail to refer his readers frequently 
to his interpretation of the Psalms. These references indicate that 
Theodore wrote his commentary on the twelve after he had fin- 
ished his commentary on the Psalms.”® The treatise on the 
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Psalms was Theodore’s first exegetical commentary, and he prob- 
ably composed it when he was associated with Diodore in the 
school of Antioch.” 

This commentary has been lost, and only recently has Rob- 
ert Devreesse succeeded in recovering the greater part of the text 
from a host of manuscripts. The text is in great part in the orig- 
inal Greek, and partly in Latin translation.” Thanks to this dis- 
covery we are no longer limited to the fragments printed in 
Migne (PG 66, 648-696), of which about one-half must be 
rejected as spurious.”! 

The history of the recovery of this work is interesting and 
may be briefly told. As far back as the end of the nineteenth cen- 
tury (1896), Giovanni Cardinal Mercati announced that a manu- 
script belonging to the Ambrosian Library at Milan, the Code 301 
inf., which was formerly published by G. I. Ascoli (1878-1889), 
contained a Latin translation of a Greek commentary on the 
book of Psalms, of which the original was an exegetical treatise 
by Theodore of Mopsuestia.** But this commentary on the 
Psalms published by Ascoli was not complete, and Mercati sup- 
plemented it from another manscript (the F. IV. 1, facs. 5-6.) of 
the University Library of Turin, which actually was related to the 
first because both were produced in the eighth century at the cel- 
ebrated library of the Abbey of Bobbio.* 

This discovery by Mercati was followed in 1902 by an 
announcement at the Academy of Berlin: Hans Lietzmann 
declared that in the National Library of Paris he had found a 
Greek manuscript (Coislin or Coislinianus 12) which contained 
comments on Psalms 32-72; he concluded that the work was the 
lost commentary on the book of Psalms by Theodore of Mop- 
suestia.*° After this announcement in the Academy, Lietzmann 
published in paraphrase the comments on the individual Psalm 
46 (H47). 

Monsignor Robert Devreesse, guided in his research by Mer- 
cati and aided by Lietzmann’s pioneering work, was able to edit 
with great skill and learning almost half of Theodore’s renowned 
commentary on the Psalms.** Devreesse was directed to the 
Theodorean authorship of the recovered commentary partly by 
the nature of its content, and partly by the character of the Sep- 
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tuagint text and its marginal notes, which bear the name of Theo- 
dore. The Greek portions of the commentary derive mainly from 
the Paris MSS catena, Coislin 12. The rest of the original com- 
ments are extricated from a host of catenae manuscripts, the 
most important of which are the MS Paris gr. 139, and the MSS 
Vat. gr. 1682 and 1683. From biblical manuscripts Devreesse 
succeeded in recovering and reconstructing both the scriptural 
text and the comments, almost complete, on Psalms 32-80.*” 

Moreover, a large portion of the commentary on Psalms has 
been recovered from a Latin translation in the Ambrosian manu- 
script C. 301 inf., and from the code of the University of Turin 
F. IV. 1, fasc. 5-6. These Latin manuscripts enabled Devreesse 
to restore in its entirety that portion of Theodore’s commentary 
that covers Psalms 1:1-16:11, and large portions for Psalms 
16:12-40:13. 

On the Twelve Prophets. His commentary on the minor 
prophets is the only one of Theodore’s many exegetical compo- 
sitions surviving in its original text, perhaps because it offers 
almost nothing of christological import.** Its text has come down 
to us in a manuscript of the tenth century preserved in the Vati- 
can Library and registered as Vat. gr. 2204. It was published first 
by the paleographer Angelo Cardinal Mai in 1825, and in 1854 
Jacques Migne reprinted Cardinal Mai’s publication in his 
Patrologia Graeca (Vol. 66, 123-632). 

On I and 2 Samuel. Both of these Syriac catalogues state that 
Theodore wrote a commentary on the books of Samuel at the 
request of a friend. Ebedjesus states, “‘He commented on Samuel 
in one volume for Ma[ma]ri[a]nus,”* and the chronicle adds, 
““Babai requested him to write a commentary on Samuel.’ Such 
is the witness of the Syriac sources, and not one single fragment 
has come down to us from this writing. 

On the Book of Job. The Acts of the fifth general council in 
553 have preserved five extracts from Theodore’s commentary 
on Job which are reprinted in Migne.*! Ebedjesus states that 
Theodore dedicated this commentary to Cyril of Alexandria. In 
addition to this information, a Nestorian author of the ninth cen- 
tury, Isho’dad of Merv, supplies us with valuable information 
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concerning Theodore’s views on the person of Job and the date 
and authorship of that book.” 

On the Book of Ecclesiastes. The Syriac sources inform us 
that Theodore wrote a commentary on Ecclesiastes, and this 
information is confirmed by a passage cited in the Acts of the 
Fifth Council in which Theodore is charged of having taught that 
Solomon did not write the books of Proverbs and Ecclesiastes 
with the prophetic charisma, but through his wisdom and expe- 
rience.*’ Also a Syriac translation of Theodore’s commentary on 
Ecclesiastes was discovered before the First World War in the 
qubbet el-hazne (treasure dome) of the grand mosque of the 
Ommayyads at Damascus, Syria. It was seen by E. von Soden, 
who accompanied Kaiser Wilhelm II during his good-will tour to 
the near east.“ But this manuscript has remained unavailable to 
modern scholarship. 

On the Song of Songs. The Syriac catalogues do not mention 
this book among Theodore’s writings. However, the Acts of the 
Fifth Council have preserved in a Latin translation a few pas- 
sages from one of Theodore’s letters which indicate that he dealt 
with the Song of Songs at the request of a friend, who is not men- 
tioned in the passages.* Further, Leontius of Byzantium noted: 


In his [Theodore’s] impudent and immoderate reckless- 
ness, having understood the Song of Songs according to 
his prostituted language and judgment, he cut it off from 
the Holy Books. 


If Theodore excluded the Song from his Old Testament canon, 
then the fragments may be excerpts from a letter which was writ- 
ten and addressed to an unknown friend who had asked Theo- 
dore for certain explanations concerning the book. This is exactly 
what the first fragment suggests.*’ But the three remaining frag- 
ments give the impression that they belonged to a commentary 
which was comparatively short. It actually consisted of a succinct 
exposition of the meaning of the Song of Songs in the form of an 
historical paraphrase. Theodore, in these fragments, considers 
the book a nuptial poem written by Solomon concerning his mar- 
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riage to an Egyptian princess, and refuses to grant it a deeper 
meaning. The book is simply an epithalamium or love poetry 
and any allegorical or mystical interpretation must be given up.” 

On the Major Prophets. We have lost Theodore’s commen- 
taries on the major prophets. Ebedjesus noted: “He expounded 
and elucidated Isaiah, Ezekiel, Jeremiah, and Daniel; each one in 
one volume. And with this he finished his labors on the Old Tes- 
tament.’””? The Chronicle of Seert remarks, “He commented on 
Jeremiah, Ezekiel, and Daniel.’ 

From Theodore’s commentaries on the major prophets not 
even a single fragment survives. After a fresh examination of the 
sources, Vosté reached the conclusion that Theodore did not 
comment on the major prophets. Vosté’s conclusion is based on 
the following arguments: 


If Theodore had expounded the four major prophets 
{including Daniel], he would have referred his readers 
to these commentaries in his later writings as it was his 
practice to do. Besides, none of the ancient sources, such 
as the Greek catenae, the Acts of the Fifth Council, and 
the church historians, gives us a slight vestige which 
would indicate that Theodore had expounded the major 
prophets. One might object that this negative process of 
reasoning is ultimately based on arguments a silentio; it 
is true, yet these arguments a silentio have the value of 
probability or moral certainty in our daily life as well as 
in history.”! 


These are hardly grounds for stating so categorically a con- 
clusion, as Vosté does on this issue, at least insofar as Theodore’s 
commentary on the book of Isaiah is concerned. A sixth century 
author, Facundus of Hermianae, seems to confirm that Theodore 
had written a commentary “in expositione quoque Hesaiae pro- 
phetae libro quarto sic ait.” 

The year 383 marks a turning point in Theodore’s literary 
career. His entrance into the priesthood forced him to interrupt, 
at least temporarily, his exegetical commentaries on the Old Tes- 
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tament, and he turned his attention to the christological contro- 
versies of his time. This concern led him necessarily to study the 
New Testament. He now dedicated himself to a polemic against 
heresies by writing theological books and New Testament 
commentaries.™ 

According to Ebedjesus, Theodore expounded Matthew in 
one volume for Julius; Luke and John in two volumes for Euse- 
bius.** His commentaries on the synoptic gospels have been lost; 
only a few fragments exist, some of which are printed in Migne’s 
Patrologia Graeca, and the rest are scattered in different cate- 
nae. The situation, however, is entirely different with Theo- 
dore’s Commentary on the Gospel of John; it has reached us in a 
complete Syriac version, which was discovered in 1868 by G. E. 
Khayyat in the Chaldaean monastery of St. George near Telkef 
in the vicinity of Mosul. This commentary in its Syriac version 
was edited by Chabot in 1897,°’ and in 1940 it was translated into 
Latin by Vosté.* Later on, Monsignor Devreesse discovered 
from several catenae more than a hundred pages of Theodore’s 
original commentary on the gospel of John.” 

With regard to Pauline literature, Theodore gave Paul 
impressive recognition in his scriptural work by commenting on 
all of his epistles. Before Theodore, that had been done only by 
Origen and Chrysostom. A considerable number of Theodore’s 
writings on Paul have come down to us. His commentaries on 
the minor epistles, i.e. from Galatians to Philemon, have been 
preserved in a Latin version of the fifth century. This version was 
long attributed to Ambrose, the sanctity of whose name helped 
to preserve it from being disregarded. The discovery of their 
Theodorean authorship was made by Jacobi of Halle who proved 
that the entire work is a translation of a Greek commentary, of 
which the original was written by Theodore of Mopsuestia.© The 
work was edited and published in two volumes by Swete together 
with several Greek fragments found in the Paris manuscript 
Coislin 204.°' Finally, Staab compiled and edited from various 
manuscripts an important series of Greek fragments from Theo- 
dore’s lost commentaries on Paul’s major epistles, i.c. Romans, 
1 and 2 Corinthians, and including the epistle to the Hebrews,” 
which Theodore considered to be a Pauline writing.® 
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The historians of dogma and liturgics cannot pass by Theo- 
dore unheedingly. The Mopsuestian is reported to have written a 
considerable amount of books and essays on various theological, 
liturgical, apologetic, polemic, and catechetical subjects, but only 
a few fragments are preserved in hostile sources. Ebedjesus gives 
us the following information in regard to the titles of Theodore’s 
literary activities: 


There still is his book on the Sacraments and another 
on Faith; he wrote one volume on the Priesthood and 
a book on the Holy Spirit® in two volumes; one volume 
on the Incarnation,” and two volumes against Eunom- 
ius” and two volumes against those who affirm that sin 
is innate in the human nature;® he wrote two books 
against Magic and one book on Monasticism; he also 
composed one treatise on the Obscure Diction (of the 
Scripture) and one on the Perfection of Works; he also 
wrote volumes against the Allegorists;” one defending 
Basil, and another on the Assemente and Assumpto,;”° 
also the book of Pearls in which his letters were col- 
lected;” finally a sermon on Legislatio, by which he ter- 
minated his writings.” 
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accused Theodore, on account of this writing, of being the “‘father 
of Pelagianism”; for a detailed exposition of the truth see R. 
Devreesse, Essai sur Théodore, 161-168, 98-103; also Patrologia 
Orientalis, 1X, 505. 

69. The Chronicle of Seert adds: ““He wrote one volume 
against those who cannot see, in reading the books of the scrip- 
ture, but the parabolical aspect.’’ This book would have been a 
valuable source to the study of Theodore’s exegetical methodol- 
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ogy if it had been preserved. The only fragment which is pre- 
served by Facundus reads: “In libro de allegoria et historia, que 
contra Origenem scripts” (cf. Migne, PL [67], 602 B). 

70. The surviving fragments are printed in Migne, PG (66), 
994-1002. 

71. Chronicle of Seert: “He composed a book in which he 
refuted every single innovator; he filled it with excellent things 
and named it ‘The Book of Pearls’ because it looked like precious 
pearls placed in good order”—Patrologia Orientalis, V, 290. 

72. Assemani, Bibliotheca Orientalis, II, 35. 


Chapter Three 


THEODORE’S VIEW OF THE OLD 
TESTAMENT CANON AND TEXT 


The early Christian church, which sprang from Palestinian 
Judaism, received its first scriptures from the Jewish synagogue. 
However, since many Gentile converts to Christianity could not 
read Hebrew, the Greek Bible of the Alexandrian Jews (called the 
Septuagint) was widely employed in the church. Because of the 
antagonism between the synagogue and the church, the Jews 
abandoned the use of the Septuagint and strongly supported the 
new versions of Aquila, Theodotion and Symmachus. 

It is important to notice here that the new Greek versions of 
the Old Testament made by Hellenistic authors included only the 
twenty-four books of the standard Hebrew scriptures, and disre- 
garded the apocrypha because the Palestinian rabbis never con- 
sidered them canonical.' Jewish rejection of the apocryphal 
books was unheeded by the church, which continued to reckon 
all books in the Alexandrian Bible as sacred scripture. It was only 
at a later date (ca. 180) that the church generally became con- 
scious of its divergence here from Judaism. The issue had not 
been settled for the Greek-speaking church by conciliar decision, 
because it had not been included in the schema of an ecumenical 
council. It appears that the subject was informally introduced in 
the deliberations of the Trullan Council in 692; but that council 
failed to define the exact bounds of the Greek Old Testament and 
did not list the separate book.’ 

The case among eastern Christian scholars, however, was 
quite different. Their position concerning the books of the Old 
Testament shows that instead of following the indifferent tradi- 
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tion of the church, they preferred to follow solely the books 
acknowledged as canonical by the Jews themselves. They were 
probably informed by their Hebrew teachers or from polemics 
with Jews. It appears strange that the first list of canonical books 
given by a Christian writer, that of Melito, omits not only the 
apocrypha but also the book of Esther. Melito of Sardis (d. ca. 
180), in response to a request from a certain Onesimus, gives the 
following information: 


Having therefore gone up to the East and come to the 
place where these books were proclaimed and done, and 
having exactly learnt which are the books of the Old 
Testament, I send you the list as given below. .. 2 


Then follows his list which does not include Esther or the apoc- 
rypha. The second list comes from Origen who also states: “But 
be it known that there are twenty-two books according to the 
Hebrew tradition.’” Athanasius, in his 39th Festal Epistle, draws 
up a canon in which he recognizes only the Jewish canonical list, 
except that he rejects Esther and retains Baruch, the epistle of 
Jeremiah and all of Daniel.’ Gregory of Nazianzus supports the 
Palestinian canon and rejects the book of Esther.® John Chrysos- 
tom, in his treatises and sermons, often quoted the Old Testa- 
ment, but the books which are never represented among his 
nearly seven thousand Old Testament citations are: Judith, 1 
Esdras, Ezra, | and 2 Maccabees, and Ruth. The following are 
seldom quoted by him: Judges, | and 2 Chronicles, Tobit and 
Esther. He also reckons the Song of Songs as being of doubtful 
canonicity. In full agreement with the Antiochene tradition he 
considers Ben Sirach’s Ecclesiasticus authentic and canonical.’ 

Theodore’s canon of the Old Testament has not been pre- 
served for us either in the original writings or in the Latin and 
Syriac translations which survive. Therefore, in order to form an 
opinion about Theodore’s view of the Old Testament canon, we 
must examine the information which has come down to us from 
different ancient sources.® 

According to Leontius of Byzantium, Theodore had sup- 
pressed two thousand verses from the book of Job. And yet this 
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book in the Massoretic original has altogether 1070 verses, while 
in Origen’s time the book of Job in the current LXX text was 
shorter than the Hebrew by some four hundred lines. And Origen 
supplied the missing lines from Theodotion’s translation. Leon- 
tius’ assertion is rather a gross exaggeration inspired by his ill will 
toward Theodore.’ 

The Acts of the Fifth General Council accuse Theodore of 
denying divine inspiration to the book of Job, for he supported 
the view that the book was the product of human wisdom. Job 
was an historical person who lived all his life outside of Israel, 
for he was an Edomite, and as such he was diligently versed in 
the pagan myths and fictions, and for this reason he has named 
his third daughter Amalthaea’s horn. The story of Job goes back 
to antiquity, but an author introduced the story of the just in 
Israel. The intervention of Elihu at the very end was unnecessary, 
for he has uttered arrogant words against Job. The book as it 
stands today is not history but an invention and the product of 
the author’s imagination.’® 

But the record vis-a-vis the authorship of the book of Job is 
straightened out by the ninth century author Isho’dad of Merv 
who has explicitly stated Theodore’s teaching. The name of Job 
was famous among all the Semitic people; his virtues as well as 
his ordeals were transmitted by word of mouth from generation 
to generation and in all the languages of the ancient near east. An 
anonymous Israelite author utilized the orally circulating story as 
a framework, and following the sample of the dramatists he com- 
posed an exquisite book. The date of its composition is post- 
exilic. Although the identity of the Israelite author is unknown to 
us, he was a well educated person because he knew the science of 
the Greeks. And in order to make the story of Job more attractive 
he had borrowed the literary idiom of the non-Israelite poets. 
Isho’dad’s quotation is as follows: “On the evidence of many, 
among whom I include John Chrysostom, it was the divine 
Moses who wrote the book of Job during the forty years that the 
Israelites spent in the desert.'' But the opinion of the blessed 
interpreter (i.e. Theodore) was different. The name of the blessed 
Job, said he, was famous among all the people, and his virtuous 
acts as well as his ordeals were related orally among all the people 
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and all the nations from century to century and in all the lan- 
guages.'* Now, after the return of the Israelites from Babylon, a 
learned Hebrew who was especially well versed in the science of 
the Greeks committed in writing the history of the just, and in 
order to make it larger he mingled the story with exquisite utter- 
ances borrowed from the poets, because he composed his book 
with the purpose of making it more pleasant to the readers.” 

In addition Isho’dad provides Theodore’s understanding of 
the mythological animal Behemoth: “Behemoth is a matchless 
dragon. However, the interpreter calls it a dragon of pure fiction 
created by the author according to his own thoroughly poetic 
manner; it is thus that he has composed also many speeches in 
the name of Job and his friends, and in the name of God, which 
neither agree with nor correspond to reality.'* 

The foregoing information suggests that Theodore has sig- 
nificant place in the history of biblical studies, and it matters little 
if his attempts to investigate the book of Job critically for the 
purpose of determining the date and the origin of its component 
parts have been considered neither traditional nor pious. For the 
first time in the history of the church a book of the Bible was 
expounded from the perspective of a critical method by a scholar. 
Theodore based his study upon the investigation of the internal 
evidence furnished by the book itself and reached conclusions 
some of which are still noteworthy and advocated by modern 
scholars; he did not deny the historical existence of Job, whom 
he regarded as a homo barbarus et Edomitanus genere’> (a bar- 
barian man and of Edomite genre). Job’s undeserved sufferings 
had become a folklore among the people of the ancient near east, 
and his story in its oral version goes back to an unknown antiq- 
uity. The dialogues are not historical but the product of a poetic 
imagination and were written down in the beginning of the post- 
exilic era. Nothing is known of the poet-author. The speeches of 
Elihu are not an interpolation, but they were introduced by the 
very same poet-author at a later time.'® 

Theodore has proved himself to be a pioneer in the field of 
Old Testament studies because he advocated an objective and 
historical investigation of the Bible; it was inevitable that some 
of his teachings and conclusions should have been interpreted by 
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his conservative enemies as an attack on the biblical books. But 
contrary to the prevailing opinion there are grounds for believing 
that Theodore did not omit the book of Job from his Old Testa- 
ment canon. And this is confirmed by the second canon of the 
Nestorian Council of Iso’iahb (A.D. 585) which, in defending the 
writings and the doctrine of our author against those who charged 
him with heresy, makes the following point in regard to his com- 
mentary on the book of Job: 


They are slandering the Interpreter on account of the 
commentary he wrote on the book of the blessed Job 
[written] in the spiritual sense, [saying] this commen- 
tary 1s written with adulteration and with ostentation by 
one of those sophists which have no concern for the 
truth, but they force and amplify history with inven- 
tions that are created by fictions ... for, with the excep- 
tion of a small part, [the commentary] is full with say- 
ings which are manifestly blasphemous and deceitful."” 


Further, in his commentary on the book of Psalms Theodore 
quotes the book of Job three times.'® Devreesse has also discov- 
ered among the catenae on the book of Job a fragment of Theo- 
dore’s commentary on Zechariah in which the Mopsuestian elu- 
cidates a point by referring his readers to the book of Job.'® 

Similarly impressive is Theodore’s view concerning the 
superscriptions to the individual psalms in the psalter. Leontius 
reports that Theodore 


rejected all the titles of the most sacred psalms, hymns, 
and odes; and following usage of the Jews he referred all 
the psalms to Zerubbabel and Hezekiah. He applied to 
the Lord only three psalms.” 


Isho’dad of Merv has stated the matter accurately when he says: 


We must know that all the psalms were written origi- 
nally without superscriptions. The titles were added 
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later according to the personal view of some people but 
they do not correspond to the content of the psalms.?! 


Theodore’s commentary on the book of Psalms and particularly 
his commentary on the fiftieth psalm (H 51) is instructive; in 
connection with his treatment of the psalm superscriptions, we 
get some sense of Theodore’s critical thought: 


If the superscription happens to be different from the 
text let no one be astonished; because we have not been 
uncritical of the superscriptions, we have talked only 
about those which we accepted after we found them to 
be true. Whatever was necessary to be said in regard to 
this subject we have stated it in the Introduction before 
we Started the literal exegesis.” 


From this observation we can glimpse Theodore’s critical 
insight in treating problems of biblical introduction. Theodore 
rejected the titles of the psalms as no part of the inspired text and 
as historically worthless.” He based his objective research on the 
internal evidence furnished by the text and came to the conclu- 
sion that an exegete should not be guided by the authority of the 
titles since they had been added to the original composition at a 
later time. Robert H. Pfeiffer, calling attention to this point, 
makes the following statement: 


Theodore of Mopsuestia, a theologian belonging to the 
school of Antioch, not only perceived that the titles and 
superscriptions of the Psalms were added to the original 
compositions, but also that a number of Psalms (sev- 
enteen, in his opinion) were Maccabean in date.”* 


Theodore’s opinion about the Song of Songs, judging from 
the Acts of the Fifth Council, was radical.*? Despite the teachings 
of the rabbis and the earlier fathers, who were so strongly con- 
vinced of the allegorical meaning of the Song of Songs, Theodore 
rejected its spiritual meaning and preferred to expound it histo- 


50 THEODORE OF MOPSUESTIA 


rico-grammatically. He viewed it as a secular poem of love which 
was written on the occasion of Solomon’s marriage to Pharaoh’s 
daughter.”® He could not interpret the book in terms of an alle- 
gory of the love of Christ for his church. Isho’dad of Merv in the 
following passage has preserved for us Theodore’s interpretation 
of the Song, when he says: 


The blessed Interpreter and all those who followed in 
his steps understood the Song of Songs as [referring] to 
the Pharaoh’s daughter. Solomon, indeed, in his wis- 
dom had become the son-in-law of all the adjacent 
kings—not because of voluptuousness, but chiefly with 
the intent to secure the peace for himself and his people, 
then in order to find the opportunity to build the Lord’s 
temple and the royal palace—he took Pharaoh’s daugh- 
ter as his wife. But since she was dark, as all the Egyp- 
tian and Ethiopian women are, and because the 
Hebrews and their beautiful wives, and the other prin- 
cesses as well, ridiculed her on account of her unseem- 
liness, her small height, and her dark complexion, to 
avoid any irritation on her part, and no _ hostility 
resulted between him and the Pharaoh, Solomon exclu- 
sively built for her a house of valuable stones [and dec- 
orated it] with gold and silver; and during the meals he 
chanted it (i.e., the Canticle) in her presence in order to 
honor her; and he made known with it that she was dark 
yet beautiful and loved by him.’ 


This is another trait which assures us that Theodore was not 
only the most original and radical biblical scholar in the Patristic 
age, but also in some respects, a forerunner of the modern biblical 
scholarship. It is this spirit of free inquiry demonstrated by the 
Mephasqana in his study of the individual books of the Old Tes- 
tament that made Pfeiffer remark: 


Although declared heretical by the Church when pro- 
posed by Theodore of Mopsuestia (d. ca. 428) and St. 
Castellio (d. 1563), the literal interpretation of the Can- 
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ticles has finally prevailed, but in two radically different 
forms, dramatic and lyrical.” 


The typical Christian interpretation, paralleling Jewish tra- 
dition, explained the Song of Songs as an allegorical representa- 
tion of the love of Christ for his church or else as an allegory of 
the mystical union of a believing soul with God or Christ. If the 
Song of Songs symbolizes God’s love for Israel, it must also sym- 
bolize Christ’s love for his church. The historico-literal interpre- 
tation of the Song of Songs has never been popular in the Greek 
and Roman churches. 

The heterodox exegesis of the Mopsuestian, who refused to 
see an allegory in the Song and maintained that it celebrated 
Solomon’s marriage with the Egyptian princess, was condemned 
by the Second Council of Constantinople. But the conciliar frag- 
ment in its present Latin version does not inform us that our 
author rejected the Song of Songs from his canon. It was only his 
avowed adversary Leontius who made that claim.”’ And in mod- 
ern times, the charge that Theodore rejected the Song of Songs 
has been revived by H. Kihn and L. Pirot on the evidence 
afforded by Junilius Africanus’ Instructions of Guidance of the 
Divine Law (or Instituta regularia divinae legis).*° They both 
claim that Junilius’ curious views on some canonical books in the 
Bible reflect Theodore’s teachings about the Old Testament 
canon; the Song of Songs, and the Chronicles and Ezra, which 
according to Leontius were also rejected by Theodore, are 
excluded by Junilius from the books of “primary importance” 
(primae auctoritatis) and they are listed among the so-called 
books of “secondary importance” (mediae auctoritatis).*' The 
Instituta, the Catholic authors assert, had been prepared and put 
together by Paul the Persian, who had studied at the Nestorian 
school of Nisibis, where the east Syrian church possessed at a 
very early date nearly all of Theodore’s writings in a Syriac trans- 
lation, because the Nestorian church accepted him as the master 
of Nestorius. At Nisibis his authority on biblical subjects was so 
great that no Nestorian teacher could contradict Theodore’s 
views on the Bible. Louis Pirot has concluded that one must take 
account of the permanent influence which Theodore exercised on 
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the school at Nisibis in explaining the fact that Paul the Persian 
placed all the books rejected by Theodore under the so-called cat- 
egory of “secondary importance” books of the Instituta.” 

Since there was no clearly fixed canon in Antioch, it was per- 
fectly logical for a keen expounder of the Bible to have his own 
views on certain Old Testament books. While Theodore regarded 
the Old Testament as the word of God, he nevertheless recog- 
nized the human element in it, and at the same time he was 
emphasizing that in the Old Testament could be found books of 
pure human origin based on wisdom and experience. This dis- 
tinction between books of revelation and books of human wis- 
dom is attested by an extract which has been preserved in the 
Acts of the Fifth Ecumenical Synod.** Judging the whole issue of 
the Canticle’s origin in the light of the conciliar fragment (cited 
in note 33) we may conclude that Theodore considered all the 
books which tradition has ascribed to Solomon, including the 
Canticle, as products of Solomon’s wisdom. It was Theodore’s 
common practice in dealing with problems of introduction to dis- 
cuss carefully and with boldness the personality of the biblical 
writers and their idiosyncracies of thought and language. It is 
through a recognition of this approach that one should try to 
explain the reason why Theodore debated the origin of the Song 
of Songs and considered the literary genre to which it belonged 
in his short commentary on this book.** However, he had little 
use for the book just because he could not discover any deeper 
meaning which would be useful for the instruction and edifica- 
tion of the Christian soul.** 

As for Leontius’ further charge that Theodore excluded the 
Chronicles from his Bible, we observe that the Mopsuestian, in 
his short essay Synopsis of Christian Doctrine, which has been 
discovered in Syriac translation, quotes | Chronicles 5:2 as scrip- 
ture, and the whole passage where the quotation is referred to 
reads as follows: 


The Lord appeared from the tribe of Judah in order that 
the prediction of the prophets might be fulfilled. Jacob 
said in his prophecy, ‘the sceptre shall not depart from 
Judah, nor a prophet from between his feet, until the 


THEODORE’S VIEW OF THE OLD TESTAMENT 53 


Christ to whom government belongs comes, and Him 
shall nations expect’ (Gen. 49:10). Another book says: 
‘The King Messiah will come out of Judah’ (1 Chron. 
5:2), 


The citation is in agreement with the Peshitta of Chronicles 
and not with the Septuagint version which was Theodore’s Old 
Testament; from this variant we may infer that the Syrian trans- 
lator allowed himself a certain amount of freedom in his trans- 
lation. But still the claim can be made that the whole passage is 
characterized by the same biblical erudition that stamped Theo- 
dore’s interpretive work. Furthermore, in commenting on Psalm 
29 (H 30), Theodore explicitly stated: “As it is written in the 
Chronicles, and Hezekiah bowed himself down, out of the exal- 
tation of his own heart.’*’ Finally Theodoret of Cyrrhus in his 
commentary on the Chronicles not only makes no complaint 
against his teacher but it seems to us he echoes his master’s voice 
when he says: 


The writing is post-exilic.... He who writes history 
never says what will happen in the future, but he nar- 
rates facts of the past as well as of contemporary times. 
It is only appropriate for the prophets to predict the 
future.*® 


So far as the books of Ezra are concerned it is difficult to see 
grounds for Theodore’s rejection of them.” It is true that the 
Peshitta, as it existed in the third century, lacked Chronicles, 
Ezra, Nehemiah, and Esther, as well as the Apocalypse; these 
books, however, were soon added.” Our study leads to the con- 
clusion that it was only the legendary work ascribed to Ezra by 
the pseudepigraphic II (IV) Esdras that preoccupied the thoughts 
of certain Christian scholars in the patristic age, and not the 
canonical books of Ezra and Nehemiah.*' None of the Latin and 
Greek fathers expounded the books of Ezra. 

Finally, it is generally assumed that Theodore omitted the 
book of Esther from his Old Testament canon.” However, this 
claim seems to be unwarranted because of the fact that Theo- 
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dore’s enemies in their manifold charges against him nowhere 
imply that the bishop of Mopsuestia refused to accept Esther as 
a canonical writing.” 

In conclusion, because of a rigid conception of canonicity 
Theodore was rather inclined to accept only those books which 
were recognized by the Jews. His numerous commentaries on 
Old Testament books suggest that Theodore accepted the limits 
of the Palestinian Jewish canon. He nevertheless allowed himself 
a fair amount of freedom to discuss problems of biblical intro- 
duction with intellectual sincerity. He endeavored to study prob- 
lems of authorship of the biblical books and to call attention to 
the actual motives and thoughts of the men who wrote them. A 
spirit of free inquiry in matters of biblical scholarship was the 
basic characteristic of Theodore’s biblical methodology. The 
results of this method were highly productive; in many respects 
Theodore anticipated many of the basic tenets of modern higher 
criticism. 

In his historico-critical approach, Theodore rejected the 
titles of the Psalms as not being part of the original text and as 
having little historical value. He treated the Psalms historically 
and referred a number of them to the Maccabean period. He 
viewed the book of Job as the work of a sage disclosing a sur- 
prising knowledge of pagan wisdom, and regarded the Elihu 
speeches in Job as a later addition by the same author. The books 
of Proverbs and Ecclesiastes were, in Theodore’s judgment, the 
products of Solomon’s wisdom and experience. As suggested, 
Theodore gave careful attention to the origin and literary genre 
of the Song of Songs. 

Undoubtedly there were some grounds for the view among 
his contemporaries that Theodore was radical concerning the Old 
Testament canon; however, his over-zealous adversaries often 
exaggerated this radicalism in order to secure Theodore’s post- 
humous condemnation. Such labels as impious, blasphemous, 
and heretical were frequently used by Leontius and others in 
their writings against Theodore. 

Theodore’s position concerning the Old Testament apocry- 
pha is clear although he has not left us an explicit list of inspired 
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Old Testament writings.** Neither Theodore’s friends nor his 
numerous adversaries tell us whether he rejected or retained the 
apocrypha. Nevertheless, Theodore’s extant writings provide 
considerable evidence for determining his position in regard to 
the apocrypha. In the first place, Theodore in his extant writings 
does not appear ever to have cited the apocrypha by name.” Sec- 
ondly, for the purpose of illustrating his viewpoints Theodore 
often introduces into his commentaries and theological writings 
numerous Old Testament citations, but among these there is no 
direct or implicit quotation from the apocrypha. Finally, in his 
commentary on the Psalms Theodore refers a number of individ- 
ual psalms to Maccabean times and prefaces each with a prologue 
purporting to illustrate the religious conditions of the Jews under 
the Seleucids as they are reported in | and 2 Maccabees, which 
he cites as ““Maccabean history.” In his rapid review of the Mac- 
cabean period, Theodore carefully selected historical material 
mentioned in the apocryphal books of Maccabees, but the man- 
ner in which he handles such material gives the impression that 
he felt he was using extra-biblical sources. For example, he intro- 
duces the Maccabean books to his readers in the same manner in 
which he introduces Josephus’ Antiquities, and he places both on 
the same level.*’ The apocrypha obviously did not belong to 
Theodore’s canon. 

Rightly, then, it may be said that Theodore, owing to a rigid 
conception of canonicity, was the only one among the early 
Christian commentators who restricted his Old Testament to the 
limits of the Bible of Palestinian Judaism, not only in theory but 
also in practice. The attitude of the fathers about the Old Testa- 
ment apocrypha was not consistent; the same fathers, who held 
that canonicity and inspiration were confined to the Palestinian 
canon, in practice highly esteemed and quoted as scripture all the 
books of the Septuagint version. Even Jerome, in his later works, 
quotes as having scriptural authority books which he had termed 
apocryphal.® 

We have already noticed that Theodore wrote commentaries 
on the four gospels, Acts, and what he regarded as the fourteen 
epistles of Paul. Extant fragments from Theodore’s lost commen- 
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tary on the epistle to the Hebrews show that he accepted it as a 
Pauline writing. But nothing is directly known of his judgment 
on the New Testament Apocalypse or the seven Catholic epistles. 

John of Maiouma, in the beginning of the sixth century, 
stated in very obscure language that Theodore rejected “the epis- 
tles which are in the Acts of the Apostles and the gospel of 
John.’ Less obscure, however, is the language of Leontius: 
“Because Theodore suppressed the book of Job by two thousand 
verses I should think that he renounced the epistle of James and 
the test of the Catholic epistles.’ 

The ambiguous statement by Leontius seems to imply that 
Theodore rejected the canonicity of the following New Testa- 
ment writings: the epistle of James, the first and second epistles 
of Peter, the first, second and third epistles of John, and the epis- 
tle of Jude. But it is well known that the Antiochenes excluded 
from their New Testament canon only the Apocalypse, the sec- 
ond epistle of Peter, the second and third epistles of John, and 
the epistle of Jude.*! The books which are not represented in 
Chrysostom’s eleven thousand quotations from the New Testa- 
ment are the ones just mentioned. Theodoret of Cyrrhus used the 
same canon as Chrysostom and has nowhere quoted the four 
Catholic epistles or the Apocalypse which were always disputed 
at Antioch.” 

The evidence supplied to us by the writings of Chrysostom 
and Theodoret gives us the right to claim that Theodore’s New 
Testament canon agreed with the canon of the rest of the 
Antiochenes, probably because they all followed the common 
opinion held in the school to which they belonged. In other 
words, Theodore retained the epistle of James, | Peter, and | 
John, but he never quoted from them.” However, he ignored the 
book of Revelation, 2 Peter, and 2 and 3 John because they were 
also ignored or rejected by the church of Antioch in the fourth 
century.” 

Some scholars have expressed the opinion that Theodore 
was showing Jewish tendencies in his Old Testament studies 
because he explained the Jewish scriptures through the original 
Hebrew text and not from the Greek Bible of the Christian 
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church. Other contemporary writers are of the opinion that 
Theodore knew some Hebrew but was not as proficient as 
Jerome.” Our contention on this very subject is that Theodore 
knew no Hebrew, because he spent no time in learning this lan- 
guage. Occasionally Theodore drew attention to variant readings, 
but he never attempted to explain them in the light of any per- 
sonal knowledge of the Hebrew language. On the contrary, he 
makes it clear that all his information concerning textual varia- 
tions rests on the authority of sources to which he alludes with 
the formulas “they say,” “‘it is said,” “they speak,’ but he never 
names those to whom he refers. For example, in discussing the 
meaning of the prophet Jonah’s name, Theodore quite bluntly 
noted: “Here again they say that the name Jonah in the Syriac 
means dove; these Syrians are marvelous legend tellers.’’*’ It is 
remarkable that Theodore makes no attempt to give his own 
translation of the name Jonah. That Theodore’s acquaintance 
with Hebrew was only by report of associates seems to be indi- 
cated further by his translation of Malachi as an angel “‘because 
in the Hebrew language the angel is named Malachias,”™ and, 
again, by his treatment of Zephaniah 1:5. In this passage Theo- 
dore is totally unaware that the same Hebrew consonants with a 
slightly different vocalization could mean either Malkam or Mel- 
chom. But Theodore insisted on the evidence of the Septuagint 
text that Melchom means an idol.*” 

But if Theodore did not know Hebrew, one is tempted to ask 
what Theodore meant by such terms as “Hebraic voice” and 
‘**Hebrew idiom” which are found so often in his extant writings. 
Does he designate a definite Hebrew source when he uses these 
terms? Unfortunately, his use of these terms in the text is not 
accompanied by references to any recognizable sources or per- 
sons. Nor do the contexts in which the terms are used offer any 
suggestion that he is referring to the original Hebrew text. There- 
fore, we can by no means be certain what these terms signify. 
Further, Theodore’s bent for textual criticism is evident almost 
solely in his commentary on the book of Psalms, and his remarks 
afford evidence of his awareness that the original Hebrew text 
should be the basis for a faithful interpretation of scripture. 
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It would appear that Theodore had little knowledge of 
Hebrew beyond the few scraps of information he was able to 
gather from intermediary sources.°' The fact that many fathers 
reveal some Hebraic information in their writings in no way 
implies that they knew Hebrew. Verbal tradition played a signif- 
icant role in these cases. Origen’s Hexapla allowed for wide- 
spread though superficial knowledge of the variants as between 
the Jewish and Christian Old Testament. With the clear excep- 
tion of Origen and Jerome, and perhaps of Lucian, none of the 
fathers appears to have possessed any considerable knowledge of 
Hebrew. The learning of Hebrew was not encouraged in fourth 
century Antioch, where anti-semitism against the “wretched, 
good-for-nothing Jews” had reached a climax.” Unhappily, sev- 
eral writings directed against the Jews originated in the school of 
Antioch. Theodore’s master, Diodore of Tarsus, wrote a treatise 
which bore the title “Against the Jews,”® and Chrysostom com- 
posed a series of homilies under the same title.* Chrysostom, 
the most anti-semitic of all the Christian writers in the patris- 
tic age, made the following charge against the Jews and their 
synagogues: 


The Jews collect the choruses of voluptuaries, the rabble 
of dissolute women, and draw the whole theater with all 
its actors into the synagogue. For there is no difference 
between the synagogue and the theater. The synagogue 
is not merely a theater, it is a whorehouse, a robbers’ 
cave and a place of refuge for unclean animals, a dwell- 
ing place of the devil. And it is not merely the syn- 
agogues that are the dwelling places of robbers, swin- 
dlers, and devils, but also the souls of the Jews 
themselves... .© 


On the other hand many rabbis strongly objected to the idea 
of Gentiles studying the torah and expressed their objection in 
terms which make it clear that they deplored heathen slanderers 
and enemies of the Jews who were studying the torah merely in 
order to misinterpret its teachings and use this in their theologi- 
cal battle against the Jews. Rabbi Johanan, who taught in Sep- 
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phoris and Tiberias, and who was a contemporary of Origen, dis- 
played his enmity toward the Christians who were eager to study 
Hebrew: “A heathen who studies the torah is deserving of 
death.” Similarly, Rabbi Ami, a contemporary of Diocletian, 
warned: “You must not impart the law to a heathen.”” 

As they lacked the aid of Hebrew textbooks on grammar and 
lexicons, it was practically impossible for the fathers to master 
Hebrew without oral instruction. In Theodore’s day a rabbi in 
Antioch would hardly be willing to teach a Greek Christian 
Hebrew so that the latter could carry on a theological skirmish 
against the Jews with an intimate knowledge of Hebrew as one of 
his most effective weapons. In any case the disposition as well as 
the motivation for a Christian to learn Hebrew in Theodore’s 
time and long after his time were completely non-existent.” 

Certainly, if Theodore had known Hebrew he would not 
have claimed that the name of Job’s third daughter “Keren-hap- 
puk” (horn of antimony) was a pagan name and not Jewish. In 
effect, he bases his argument upon the Septuagint version which 
renders the two Hebrew words as ““Amalthea’s horn,” i.e. the she- 
goat which, according to Greek mythology, was the nurse of Zeus 
when he was a baby and fed him with her horn.” 

So far as the Syriac is concerned, Theodore, dealing with 
problems of textual criticism, introduces now and then variant 
readings borrowed from the Peshitta, but the way he presents 
them leaves no doubt that he largely ignored the Syriac and relied 
on oral information. In commenting on Habakkuk 2:11b he 
made the following characteristic remark: 


Some have said that the Syrian version reads “‘peg”’; but 
it would be nonsense to disregard the voice of the 
Hebrew [language]—in which the prophets spoke and 
which the Seventy [Septuagint] with their own transla- 
tion have made clear to us, for they were notables and 
perfectly knew that language—and pay attention to the 
Syrian who has altered the voice of the Hebrews into 
that of the Syrians. Besides he [the Syrian] often wants 
to raise his own mistakes to a linguistic law, without 
knowing what he is talking about.” 
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In elucidating Zephaniah 1:5, Theodore again rejected the 
variant reading found in Peshitta, which reading he happens to 
know through hearsay evidence, and then went on to say: 


I happen to know several mythological stories concern- 
ing those who rely with pride on the Syriac [Peshitta], 
but I have passed them by because I did not want it to 
look as if I were going to fill my commentary on the 
sacred Scripture with silly stories. The Syrians say that 
Melhom signifies the king, because according to the lan- 
guage of the Syrians and Hebrews the king is named 
Melhom: so those who translated Melhom idol were led 
astray. The Syrians should be very conscious of the fact 
that the contents of the sacred Scripture were written in 
the Hebrew language; and they [the contents] have been 
translated into Syriac by someone whose identity even 
today remains unknown."! 


From the two passages quoted above it becomes evident that 
Theodore had no formal education in Syriac. His knowledge 
about the Syrian Bible was based on oral information. It seems 
that he gathered his information from Greek-speaking Syrian 
clergymen.” The Nestorian authors, in all their laudatory com- 
ments about this great interpreter, never suggest that Theodore 
was versed in Syriac or Hebrew. 

H.B. Swete has suggested that Theodore possessed some 
acquaintance with Latin.” His suggestion is based on evidence 
from Theodore’s commentary on 2 Timothy 4:13. Swete’s sug- 
gestion seems to us to be plausible because Theodore attended 
the school of Libanius where both Latin and Roman law were 
taught as a part of the curriculum. There was not, however, an 
established chair for Semitic languages in the university system 
of Antioch.” 

The earliest and most important translation of the Old Tes- 
tament into Greek (“The Interpretation of the Seventy-Two 
Elders” or “The Septuagint’’) was considered by the Christians of 
the patristic age as an authoritative transcript of divine revela- 
tion, and as such it still continues to enjoy the same status not 
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only in the Greek church, but also in several churches whose ver- 
sions of the Old Testament were made directly from the 
Septuagint.” 

Theodore, following the tradition as well as the practice of 
his church, accepted the Septuagint as the authoritative version 
of the Old Testament. He treated the Septuagint with high respect 
and made it no secret that of all the Greek versions of the Old 
Testament, the Septuagint was most faithful to the original text. 
This does not, of course, mean that he followed the Septuagint 
uncritically, because he very often introduced, especially in his 
commentary on the Psalms, variant readings borrowed from 
Symmachus,” Aquila,” Theodotion,” and occasionally from the 
Syriac.” Theodore also realized the authority of the orginal 
Hebrew text which he accepted as the most important source, 
and on which, he held, an exegete should base his writings.*’ He 
never appears to have spoken against the Hebrew language; on 
the contrary, he accepted it as a well-formed vehicle of speech 
through which the utterances of revelation were spoken. And yet, 
because of his ignorance of Hebrew, Theodore was forced to rely 
on translations, and particularly on the Septuagint, which he too 
believed was introduced to the church by the apostles. 

Strictly speaking, the Septuagint according to Theodore is 
not an unknown entity but the official undertaking of the seventy 
elders who had been commissioned by the high priest with the 
approbation of the people of Israel.*' Theodore’s information 
concerning the origin of the Septuagint rests on the legendary 
explanation given in the pseudepigraphic letter of Aristeas. And 
while he never mentions the letter, he seems to accept its content, 
but with an unusual sobriety. It is true that he failed, as did all of 
the fathers with the exception of Jerome, to discern that the letter 
of Aristeas referred only to the Greek Pentateuch, and he con- 
nected not only the Pentateuch, but the translation of the entire 
Old Testament, with the work of the seventy. But nowhere does 
Theodore appear to have accepted the other legendary details 
with which the story of the translation was embellished by 
pseudo-Aristeas, Philo and some of the fathers.” 

The most important thing to be stressed in regard to Theo- 
dore’s use of the Septuagint version is the fact that he considered 
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it to be an undertaking of purely human origin. The authority of 
the Septuagint as the authentic translation of the Old Testament 
used exclusively by the apostles, and by his church as well, did 
not lead him to declare it a miraculously inspired translation, 
having equal authority with the original.® In sharp contrast to the 
prevailing belief that the Septuagint was a divinely inspired tran- 
script of revelation, Theodore in his use of the translation dem- 
onstrates a surprisingly modern spirit by accepting it as a schol- 
arly achievement of some men who were eminently qualified for 
the undertaking because of their brilliant achievement both in 
Hebrew and in Old Testament scholarship. 

Theodore’s view of the Septuagint is reflected in his contrast- 
ing of the version of Symmachus with that of the seventy con- 
cerning a particular variant reading: 


Therefore, the seventy translators earnestly labored to 
preserve the emphasis of the Hebraic text without a dif- 
ference, while Symmachus demonstrated a greater care 
in the clarity of the text, and in his own undertaking he 
did not succeed completely.™ 


It is evident that the notion of a miraculously produced 
translation is strange to Theodore. He relied on the Septuagint 
not because he accepted it to be an inspired version, but because 
he thought it preserved the literal meaning and force of the orig- 
inal Hebrew better than the other Greek versions. If Theodore 
had believed that he was dealing with a miraculously produced 
text he would have stated so when he compared the Septuagint 
version with that of Symmachus. Further, the fact that he did not 
hesitate to consult other Greek versions indicates that in the eyes 
of Theodore the Septuagint never appeared as an infallible text. 

The view that Theodore considered the Septuagint as the 
only faultless and infallible translation was held for the first time 
by H. Kihn.® In point of fact the German scholar claims that the 
Mopsuestian regarded the translation of the seventy as an infal- 
lible text produced miraculously, and a text which coincided 
word-for-word with the original Hebrew, making the latter dis- 


THEODORE’S VIEW OF THE OLD TESTAMENT 63 


pensable and comparison of it with the other three Greek ver- 
sions superfluous. 

The textual discrepancy between the Septuagint and Peshitta 
over the name Milcom in Zephaniah 1:5 afforded Theodore the 
opportunity to make the following remarks concerning the origin 
of the Septuagint: 


The sacred scripture has been translated into the Greek 
language by seventy elderly men of the people, who had 
a scholastic training in their own native language and 
who were also scholastically versed in the contents of 
the sacred scriptures; they had also been approved and 
approbated by the priest and the whole people of Israel 
as the most worthy of all for the task of the interpreta- 
tion. That the blessed apostles accepted their interpre- 
tation and edition is very obvious; the sacred scripture 
which was translated into the Greek language by the 
seventy was handed over by them [the apostles] to the 
Gentile congregations which before this paid no atten- 
tion at all to the contents of the Old Testament. All the 
Gentile believers in Lord Christ, having received it [the 
scripture] from them [the apostles], possess it now, and 
we read it in the churches and keep it at home. Would 
it not be nonsense to hold that the seventy, who were 
many and had been approved as fitted for the task, 
could have been mistaken in regard to a word? They cer- 
tainly knew the text of the sacred scripture and they 
could tell whether it meant “king” or “idol” before they 
resumed the translation.*’ 


It is on the evidence of this rather lengthy passage that Kihn 
has reached the conclusion that Theodore considered the Septu- 
agint faultless, infallible, superhuman, and divine. But the pas- 
sage speaks for itself. In point of fact, Theodore seems to treat all 
the legends connected with the origin of the Septuagint with a 
measure of sobriety and moderation. He does not even mention 
the letter of Aristeas. He nowhere appears to claim that the Sep- 
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tuagint as a whole is a faultless version but only a scholarly trans- 
lation produced by competent scholars. As far as the term “‘infal- 
lible” is concerned it should be noted that the Greek fathers were 
not accustomed to using it. As for the terms “superhuman” and 
“divine,” it may be noted that Theodore often used the word 
“sacred” in order to distinguish the original scripture from the 
version of the Septuagint which he always calls ‘““The Seventy” or 
“The Interpretation of the Seventy” or “The Edition of the 
Seventy.’ 

On the contrary, we think that Theodore’s use of the Septu- 
agint is to a certain extent modern. He emphatically stresses that 
it was achieved by men of academic scholarship without the 
intervention of any divine agency. The Septuagint for years 
declared the ideals of the Old Testament to the world but the 
Gentiles persisted in their idolatry.” It was through the teaching 
of the apostles that the Septuagint was introduced to the Chris- 
tian church. 

During recent decades, Septuagint studies have been deeply 
influenced by the theories of Paul de Lagarde.” In turn his theo- 
ries have been based on a statement that Jerome made in his 
praefatio to Chronicles. In referring to the diversity of the edi- 
tions of the Greek Old Testament, Jerome declares: 


Alexandria and Egypt in their Septuagint praise Hesy- 
chius as its author; Constantinople as far as Antioch 
approved the copies of Lucian the martyr; the provinces 
between these read Palestinian codices which, edited by 
Origen, were popularized by Eusebius and Pamphilus; 
and the whole world is in a state of mutual strife about 
this threefold variety.”! 


According to the explanation of Lagarde, this passage from 
Jerome indicates that Hesychius, Lucian, and Origen had pro- 
duced three independent recensions of the existing Septuagint 
text, transforming it by additions, omissions or stylistic changes 
according to the respective sources on which they based the revi- 
sion of the old Septuagint text. The church fathers in Egypt 
quoted the Septuagint in the Hesychius recension; those in Anti- 
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och and Constantinople in Lucian’s.” That the Antiochene 
fathers based their biblical studies on Lucian’s recension is a fact 
supported by all textual critics.” The principal witnesses for the 
reconstruction of the Lucian text are the biblical quotations of 
the Antiochene fathers of the fourth and fifth centuries, who 
almost certainly used the Antiochian Bible. Chrysostom and 
Theodoret are our primary witnesses to Lucian’s recension 
through their extensive biblical quotations. Theodore’s original 
biblical writings that have been preserved are so sparse that he 
could not possibly be included with the other two.” 

So far as Theodore’s form of the LXX text is concerned, this 
has been demonstrated by Emil Gross-Brauckmann in a study of 
Theodoret’s psalter text which appeared in the Communications 
of the Septuagint Undertakings.” According to the German 
scholar the Mopsuestian had based his commentary on the psal- 
ter on the very same LXX text which his colleagues Theodoret 
and Chrysostom had used for their own commentaries on the 
Psalms. Lucian’s recension came to be recognized as the accepted 
text (textus receptus) throughout Asia Minor and Constantinople. 
It would be logical to conclude that Theodore belonging to this 
very same milieu would have remained faithful to the same 
Lucian LXX. He, too, was monolingual and very much isolated 
after his elevation to the diocese in Cilicia. For there is no evi- 
dence in his remaining writings that he ever consulted Origen’s 
hexaplaric text. On the contrary, his disciple Theodoret does not 
hesitate to emend the text he was commenting upon with the help 
of Origen’s Hexapla.” The versions of Symmachus and Aquila 
were nothing but a kind of encyclopedia supplying Theodore 
with help in elucidating obscure verses. He very seldom used tex- 
tual sources to improve his own text because he was convinced 
that the Hebrew text was the only authentic source on which the 
exegetes should base their commentaries.” 

Significantly, in his commentary on the twelve prophets, 
Theodore showed little interest in textual criticism. He first 
quoted the prophetic verses (naturally in Greek) and then com- 
mented upon them. Consequently in this particular commentary 
the entire book of the minor prophets has been preserved. Louis 
Pirot claims that his review of the text of Amos and Malachi used 
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by Theodore proves that Theodore is one of the important wit- 
nesses of the Lucianic text. Pirot collated the texts used by Theo- 
dore and Theodoret and noticed that the latter diverges widely 
from the text of the former. In Amos, Pirot discovered that out 
of the 134 passages he collated, Theodoret introduces 36 variant 
readings, which are to be found in Codex Vaticanus.” In the text 
of Malachi, Theodoret, while he follows to a very large extent 
that of Theodore, nevertheless indicates a remarkable influence 
of the codices Vaticanus and Marchalianus. But in 42 passages 
Theodoret’s renderings cannot be found in Theodore’s text.”” The 
differences between the texts of these two eminent Antiochene 
exegetes can be explained by the fact that Theodoret’s text, while 
it was originally a Lucianic text, underwent a revision according 
to the textual tradition of the western sources.'® This does not 
mean necessarily that Theodore’s type of text is purely Lucianic; 
there seems, however, to be substantial evidence to prove that 
Theodore preserved a fairly pure form of Lucianic readings. 
Thus, our principal witness for the reconstruction of the Lucianic 
text of the twelve minor prophets, in addition to ancient man- 
uscripts, is Theodore of Mopsuestia.'*! 


NOTES 


1. Although at this time and later several rabbinical scholars 
debated the authority of certain canonical books, such discus- 
sions are thought to have been largely academic, and few Jews, 
after A.D. 100, argued about the exact bounds of the Hebrew 
scriptures. The sole exception was Ben Sirach’s Ecclesiasticus 
which was still read and copied in some Jewish circles as late as 
the twelfth century. Of course the Jewish sectarians had their own 
secret books, the authority of which was axiomatic among 
members. 

2. The Trullan Council tried to work out a compromise 
between antagonistic traditions in regard to the exact bounds of 
the Greek Old Testament by referring to older authorities, such 
as Athanasius, the Roman African Council of Carthage in 397, 
and the famous 60th Canon of the provincial Council of Laodi- 
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cea in Asia Minor (365), which omits the apocrypha (see Mansi, 
op. cit., Il, 603-604). Unlike the Roman and Protestant churches 
the question remains unsettled in the Greek church; the subject 
has already been placed among the problems which will be dis- 
cussed in the Pan-Orthodox Council which is to be convened by 
the patriarchate of Constantinople in the near future. 

3. Melito’s epistle to Onesimus has been preserved by Euse- 
bius in Church History 4.26, Migne, PG (20), 395-398. 

4. Ibid., 6.25, Migne, PG (20), 579-582. 

5. Migne, PG (26), 1176. 

6. Carmina I, 1, 12, Migne, PG (33), 472-474. 

7. Chrysostomus Baur, John Chrysostom and His Time, 
trans. Sr. M. Gonzaga (Westminster, Md.: The Newman Press, 
1959), I, 316-317. 

8. The sources of information are: (1) Leontius of Byzan- 
tium, Against Nestorians and Eutychians, Migne, PG (86), 1365- 
1368; (2) The Acts of the Fifth Council, Mansi, IX, 224-27; (3) 
Junilius Africanus, Instituta regularia divinae legis, lib. I, cap. 
iii-vii; (4) the exegetical commentaries of Isho’dad of Merv, a 
Nestorian bishop of the ninth century who echoes the views of 
Theodore in his brief commentaries. The passages related to the 
subject under discussion have been translated from the original 
Syriac into French by J.M. Vosté in his article, “L’oeuvre exégé- 
tique de Théodore de Mopsueste...,” Revue Biblique, 
XXXVIII, (1929), 382-395, 542-554. 

9. Leontius’ view is expressed as follows: “From the book 
of Job, God’s great servant, and the vivid example of courage, 
and for centuries the inscribed monument he (i.e. Theodore) 
washed off and crossed out about 2,000 verses” (Migne, PG [86], 
1365). 

10. The Acts of the Fifth Council has preserved in a Latin 
translation five excerpts taken supposedly from Theodore’s com- 
mentary, which was dedicated by its author to nobody else but 
Cyril of Alexandria. The very first one reads: “What a petty 
shame has Theodore stated! This is what he has said: Job has 
named his third daughter Amalthaea’s horn, and this is nothing 
else but to show that Job approved of the pagan fables and he 
was diligent with the fictions of idolatry; in fact Theodore con- 
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firmed with certainty that Job was in a position to know about 
Jupiter and Saturn, and Juno, for Job was a barbarian and of 
Edomite descent. Job decided to name his daughter after the 
pagan myths of idolatry in order to make her sound beautiful” 
(Mansi, IX, 224). Is this a direct quotation? I doubt it. In the 
LXX version of Job, there is a brief apocryphal addition at the 
very end providing the following biographical information: “The 
town of Uz is located on the borders of Edom and Arabia... . 
Job was a king of Edom, his wife was Arabic, his three friends 
were monarchs.” 

11. Even the Babylonian Talmud written at a later time sup- 
ported the Mosaic authorship of the book of Job: “Moses wrote 
his own book, and the passage about Balaam, and Job; Joshua 
wrote his book, and eight verses in the Torah,” Baba Bathra, 14b. 

12. A comparison of Theodore’s view with that of R.H. Pfeif- 
fer is instructive: “The original Edomitic tale of the innocent suf- 
ferer is an example of ancient Oriental folklore. The theme of a 
man suffering undeserved indignities or torments, whether 
through human (as in the story of Ahikar) or through divine 
agencies (as in the Indian story of King Harrischandra and in the 
Babylonian poem ‘I will praise the Lord of wisdom’), is common 
in Oriental folklore, which to some extent is international” 
(Introduction, 670). 

13. Our English text is based on J.M. Vosté’s French trans- 
lation of the original Syriac. Both can be found in Revue Biblique, 
XXXVIII (1929), 391f. 

14. Revue Biblique, XX XVIII (1929), 392. 

15. This expression must be taken in the sense that Job was 
neither a Hebrew nor a Gentile who shared with Theodore the 
way of life of the western world, but that he was an Asiatic. 

16. “To be sure he (the author) introduced Elihu at a later 
time, and he spoke against the just (i.e. Job) by causing so much 
injury, and in that person (Elihu) the greatness of the divine 
nature was restricted by those utterances, and furthermore he 
added the image of a sea-monster” (Mansi, IX, 225). 

17. Synodicum orientale, 137-138, 399. J.M. Vosté has pro- 
posed a textual emendation to this translation which instead of 
“in the spiritual sense” should read “with an intelligence illumi- 
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nated by the Spirit”; while M. Draguet has corrected the last sen- 
tence of the canon as follows: “for he admitted that only a small 
part was not full of erroneous sayings possessing blasphemy and 
deceit” (cf. R. Devreesse, Essai sur Théodore, p. 34, n. 4). 

18. Le commentaire, 75, 1.2: 147, 1.17; 152, 11.2-23. 

19. Essai sur Théodore, 302-303 n. 1. 

20. Migne, PG (86), 1365 D. 

21. Revue Biblique, XXXVIII, No. 4 (Octobre 1929), 542. 

22. Le commentaire, 334, 11.27-30. 

23. George F. Moore, “The Theological School at Nisibis,” 
Studies in the History of Religions, edited by D.G. Lyon and G.F. 
Moore, and presented to Crawford H. Toy (New York: Macmil- 
lan, 1912), 261. 

24. Introduction, 43. 

25. Mansi, op. cit., IX, 225-227. 

26. 1 Kgs 3:1. 

27. The present translation is based not upon the original 
Syriac text, but on the French translation which has been pro- 
duced by J.M. Vosteé, ““L’oeuvre exégétique de Théodore,” Revue 
Biblique, XX XVIII, No. 3 (Juillet 1919), 395. 

28. Introduction, 715. 

29. Contra Nestorianos, Lib. III, Migne, PG (86), 1365: 
“Theodore, in his impudent and immoderate recklessness, hav- 
ing understood it according to his prostituted language and judg- 
ment, cut it off from the holy books.” 

30. Instituta regularia divinae legis, Lib. I, cap. 3-5; edited 
by H. Kihn as an appendix in his book Theodor von Mopsuestia 
and Junilius Africanus als Exegenten, 472-476. 

31. The Instituta is an early example in Latin of a “school 
book” composed in the form of a dialogue between teacher and 
student. The manner of its transmission is interesting. Probably 
between the years 541-542 Junilius, a native of Africa who held 
the office of quaestor in the imperial city of Constantinople, met 
with a certain Paul the Persian who had studied at Nisibis and 
who belonged to the Nestorian sect. At the request of Primasius, 
the bishop of Hadrumentum, who came to the city to defend the 
interests of his jurisdiction, Junilius compiled his Instituta as 
they were prepared for him by Paul. The book purports to be a 
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short introduction to the study of the Bible and theology. All the 
books of the Bible are divided into four categories of literature: 
historical, prophetic, wisdom and didactic. And from the can- 
onicity point of view the books are classified in three groups: 
“primary importance, secondary importance, and of null impor- 
tance.” But under the third division no biblical document is 
listed. All the books, however, which Leontius testifies that were 
rejected by Theodore are placed by Paul under the category of 
“secondary or medium importance.” The opinion originally put 
forward by H. Kihn that the Instituta is nothing else but a com- 
pendium of Theodore’s theological system has gained a good deal 
of currency among modern authors. It has been challenged 
though by Robert Devreesse, who, after a detailed study, reached 
the conclusion: “It would be wiser to conclude, if one wants to 
conclude, that the Instituta represents very simply a part or an 
average teaching of the head teachers at Nisibis” (Essai sur Théo- 
adore, p.2 12). 

32. L’oeuvre exégétique, pp. 146, 148. 

33. “In favor of the human doctrine are written and he (i.e. 
Theodore) attributed to Solomon’s books, that is, Proverbs and 
Ecclesiastes which were written by him for the benefit of others, 
which he (Theodore) did not accept, indeed, to have been written 
by the prophetic grace, but truly by the influence of sagacity 
which appears plainly between the two, in accordance with the 
voice of the blessed Paul” (1 Cor 12:8). See Mansi, IX 223; 
Migne, PG (66), 697. 

34. “With me I feel reluctant to read aloud the Song of Songs, 
because neither according to the prophetic notion could be 
defined, nor according to the traditions of the historical books, 
for instance, the writing of the kingdoms (Israel, Judah) and not 
even it demonstrates the study of admonition” (exhortation); see 
Mansi, IX, 223. 

35. “At this point it seems essential to cite Devreesse’s con- 
clusion on the subject: ‘Theodore measured the degree of inspi- 
ration of Ecclesiastes. Did he go yet much more daringly with the 
Canticle of Canticles? Was it not, in his eyes, but a song of love 
which had no place in the canon?’ The accusation is supported 
by a doubtful caution and by one passage coming from Isho’dad 
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Chapter Four 


THEODORE’S DOCTRINE 
OF REVELATION 
AND INSPIRATION 


The notion of inspired scripture is a contribution of Juda- 
ism, and it grew out of the Old Testament concept of prophecy. 
The conception of inspired scripture was gradually extended 
from the time of the exile to include every word of the Old Tes- 
tament.! In the Old Testament itself there is no clear theory about 
the manner of inspiration. According to the rabbis, however, the 
individual books of the Bible attained final form through three 
stages: first, the divine revelation; second, the inspired utterance 
of a prophet; third, the exact transcript through a scribe.’ Thus 
the ultimate author of each sacred book was God who, through 
his spirit, first spoke his revelations, then dictated them in prop- 
ositional form. 

This old belief in the verbal inspiration of the scriptures had 
been inherited from Judaism by the apostolic church along with 
the scriptures themselves. The New Testament writers shared the 
common Jewish view of the nature of the inspiration of the scrip- 
tures, and they quoted the Greek Bible or Septuagint as inspired 
scripture. For the New Testament authors the inspiration of the 
Old Testament was beyond question, and they referred to it as 
the direct utterance of God.* In the New Testament the term 
“inspired scripture” (Oeomvevoros) occurs only once (2 Tim 3:16) 
and does not suggest any particular theory of the operation of the 
Spirit of God upon the minds and souls of the writers of the scrip- 
tural books. No quality is more characteristic of the New Testa- 
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ment writers than their belief in the supernatural. They all live in 
the same supernatural atmosphere and refer to the mystical oper- 
ations of the indwelling spirit which infused them with the light 
of the knowledge of the glory of God.’ 

Not only with the New Testament writers, but in the patris- 
tic age too, the idea of inspiration carries the same signification. 
All of the fathers lived in the same supernatural atmosphere and 
related scriptural inspiration to the operations of the Holy Spirit 
from outside the human realm. The biblical authors, according 
to the fathers, had been possessed by the force and energy of the 
Holy Spirit, and the Spirit in them was its own authority. And 
while the church in its early creeds and councils was more con- 
cerned with the equal status of the Old Testament and New Tes- 
tament, and with the divine authorship of both, than with theo- 
ries of inspiration as such, the church fathers intensified their 
inquiry into the nature of inspiration and formulated theories 
which attempted to explain the mystery of revelation. No dis- 
tinction was drawn between the giving of the revelation and the 
writing of it; biblical authors had no personal share in the writing 
of the Bible. Inspiration was identified with infallibility, and the 
written record with revelation. In the Bible there is nothing with- 
out purpose, not a syllable, not an iota, not the smallest dash.° 
The ancient ecclesiastical writers insisted so strongly on the 
divine action in the composition of the individual books of the 
Bible that they regarded the human authors as passive instru- 
ments receiving the dictation of the Spirit. Thus, Justin Martyr 
regarded the prophets as the lyre upon which the Holy Spirit 
plays such music as he will,° and Athenagoras in discussing the 
doctrine of inspiration made this statement: 


The words of the prophets guarantee our reasoning... 
for they, while the reasoning power within them was at 
a stand, under the motion of the divine Spirit, spoke 
forth what was being wrought in them, the Spirit work- 
ing with them, as it were a piper who breathed into his 


pipe.’ 
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The immediate consequence of this view is that both Tes- 
taments form but one single saving book, given by one God by 
means of the Holy Spirit and which, in spite of the diversity of 
Hae and generations, extends from the creation of the world unto 
us. Because of the common origin of both Testaments, it was 
held, the teaching of the law and the prophets is in perfect agree- 
ment with that of the apostles. Clement of Alexandria describes 
this perfect agreement of the Old and New Testament in terms 
of a comparison borrowed from music: the two Testaments con- 
stitute an ecclesiastical symphony of two choirs.’ Following this 
metaphor, which certainly is not lacking in charm, Origen 
declares: 


The whole of scripture is but one single instrument of 
God, perfect and harmonious, which renders one con- 
sonance that is formed of different saving sounds.'® 


In point of fact the fathers stressed the harmony of both Tes- 
taments to the extent of claiming that they are identical. The Old 
Testament as a whole has to be considered as “a book of the gen- 
eration of Jesus Christ, the son of David, the son of Abraham.” 
The Old Testament represented the period of promises and 
expectation, the time of covenants and prophecies; it was not 
only the prophets who prophesied—events also were prophecies. 
The whole biblical history was prophetical or “typical,” a “sign”’ 
pointing toward approaching consummation “in Vetere Testa- 
mento Novum latet et in Novo Vetus Pate.”'' Cyril of Alexan- 
dria, on the other hand, in order to show that the two Testaments 
are intimately connected, wrote: 


The New Testament is sister to and closely related to the 
Mosaic oracles; indeed it is composed of the selfsame 
elements. We can show that the life in Christ is not 
remote from conduct in accordance with the law, pro- 
vided that the ancient ordinances are given a spiritual 
interpretation.” 
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On another occasion the same father confesses that he feels 


... Inclined to crown Isaiah not only with the grace of 
prophecy but also with the prerogatives of the apostles. 
He is at once a prophet and an apostle; and his pro- 
phetic writings share the luster of the evangelical 
kerygma."* 


This interpretation of the Old and New Testaments rests, 
according to the patristic viewpoint, on the notion that the mes- 
sage of both is divine; it comes from God; it is the word of God 
in book form. It was the people of the covenant to whom the 
word of God has been entrusted under the old dispensation; and 
it was the church of the Word Incarnate that received the fullness 
of God’s message to men. But the Old Testament retained its 
authority in the new covenant because the two together formed 
a single and final record of God’s revelation of himself. Jesus, the 
Christ, belongs to both. He is the fulfiller of the old and the inau- 
gurator of the new dispensation. This divine truth was contained 
in the scriptures of the Old and New Testament. The Bible is thus 
the only source-book for our knowledge of revealed truth. In it, 
the Holy Spirit speaks to us and indeed in the same way through 
all the holy books. The true author of the Bible was the Holy 
Spirit. The Bible was dictated by the Spirit of God. Revelation is 
a body of propositional truths contained in an inspired record 
which was supernaturally written through the plenary and verbal 
inspiration of the Holy Spirit. The use of the metaphor of the 
human writer as the pen in the hand of the Holy Spirit becomes 
frequent in the patristic literature, and it comes to be regarded as 
of little importance whether or not the scriptural author under- 
stood the words which he recorded.'* 

The fathers as a whole insisted so much on the divine action 
in the composition of our Bible that they came to view inspira- 
tion as being a mechanical dictation of truths into the scripture. 
According to this view of “plenary and verbal inspiration” the 
biblical writers were divinely secured against any and all mis- 
takes by virtue of absolute supervision by the Holy Spirit which 
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was using them as passive instruments and not as intelligent and 
active collaborators. Whatever the Bible contains must be true 
because it was dictated by the Spirit. Divine inspiration of the 
Bible was generally held by the fathers to require belief in the 
truth of all its assertions on matters not only of religious doctrine 
and ethics, but also of cosmology, astronomy, history, and 
biology. 

The foregoing account of the nature of inspiration presents 
in a very broad outline the patristic standpoint on the subject as 
it is represented in the theologies and the exegetical systems of 
individual fathers. It was never precisely formulated, in part 
because it was not seriously challenged by any school of religious 
thought, except by Marcion and the Manichees. This view 
became the generally accepted position of Christian theology in 
the patristic age.'° 

In consequence, one is not surprised to learn that Theodore 
subscribed to tenets and views to which his predecessors and con- 
temporaries had committed themselves. Together with the entire 
church of his day, Theodore was firmly convinced that the Bible 
was divinely inspired and that the two Testaments were given by 
one God in spite of the diversity of ages and generations.'* Inspi- 
ration was attributed by Theodore to God or to the Holy Spirit, 
and for him scripture was, so to speak, supernaturally written.'” 
But at several important points Theodore states a notion of inspi- 
ration which is more flexible than that of his predecessors. This 
flexibility on the part of Theodore, which to a certain extent can 
be explained as a modification of his original conception of inspi- 
ration, can only be discovered in his later writings; in all of his 
earlier works he adheres to the doctrine of plenary and verbal 
inspiration. 

From this assertion we must turn to a discussion of Theo- 
dore’s notion of plenary inspiration as it is stated in his earlier 
writings; after that we shall be able to consider how he formu- 
lated a more comprehensive and exact conception of scripture 
and revelation. 

Theodore’s commentary on the book of Psalms is one of the 
earliest works which the future bishop of Mopsuestia wrote after 
he graduated from the theological school of Antioch.'? Since 
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questions about the authorship and date of each book of the Bible 
were of fundamental importance and were carefully studied by 
Theodore, he assumed with a juvenile certainty that David was 
the author of the entire book of Psalms.'’? In his commentary 
Theodore adopted a very curious method of interpretation. He 
held that the book of Psalms was written by David and that each 
psalm is a literary unit through which David speaks, sometimes 
personally, and sometimes in the name of other notables in 
Israel’s history. According to Theodore, David, the author of the 
psalter, was not only a warrior who later became king of Israel, 
but also a saint, a righteous being, a prophet; as a prophet he was 
deeply concerned with the destiny and religion of his people.”° In 
his daily life the king-prophet was constantly praying and asking 
God about the future of Israel, and God answered David’s pray- 
ers by revealing to him through an illumination of his mind the 
future of the Israelite kingdom.”' Thus the psalter, instead of 
being a collection of religious lyrics or a codification of Israel’s 
psalmody for cultic and devotional purposes, was regarded as a 
collection of oracles.” This does not necessarily mean that Theo- 
dore regarded each psalm as a prophetic utterance: 


The purpose of all the psalms of the blessed David is to 
become a source of profit for the people, and they were 
not written by the same single fashion; there are certain 
in which David sets forth doctrinal sayings, there are 
others in which he sings hymns of praise to the Lord of 
creation. There still are others in which he suggests, as a 
subject of discussion, circumstances relating to the 
future and by prophesying them he indicates the benefit 
which will come from them... . There are other psalms 
by which David tries to instruct his readers through his 
personal experiences; he teaches them how they are sup- 
posed to behave and what is proper for them to recite 
whenever they find themselves in sin and calamities. 
There also are exhortatory psalms which are not based 
upon a concrete “argument”; in these he tells his readers 
from what they should be abstaining or he advised what 
is befitting to practice.” 
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From the foregoing it is clear that Theodore was the first 
Christian commentator who recognized that the Hebrew psalter 
comprises psalms of different types, and who tried to classify 
them according to their spirit and content.” David’s mission as 
prophet, according to Theodore, was both to predict the future 
and to teach his contemporaries and future generations. In point 
of fact, Theodore regarded the prophets as the greatest and truest 
teachers of Israel.2> He regarded David as being first in the line of 
the great prophets and as marking a new era in the history of 
Israel’s religion.”* David is the herald and teacher of a pure reli- 
gion, and through his autobiographical and doctrinal psalms he 
preaches paedeia. The book of Psalms in its scope and perspec- 
tive, according to Theodore, is thoroughly Israelitic. David’s 
inspiration, however, reached its highest degree when he started 
revealing the future history and destiny of Israel. It was in the 
prophetic psalms that God revealed to David the fullness of 
Israel’s consummation in history.”’ In Theodore’s opinion, rev- 
elation enabled David to transcend history and predict the vari- 
ous phases of Heilsgeschichte with a telescopic view extending 
above time and space. Divine inspiration elevated David’s soul 
and spirit to a supernatural sphere, and from there he was able to 
anticipate the development of future events which were to take 
place in succeeding centuries. The range of this telescopic vista 
extends from the era of Solomon to the Maccabean insurrection. 
There is no messianic expectation involved in this contemplation 
of time and history.” The prophetic psalms are thoroughly the- 
ocentric and not christocentric. David predicts and writes 
through the grace of God’s Spirit.”” To the illuminated intellect 
of David the Spirit of God unfolds the history of the political 
forces of the world which will try to shape the course of events in 
the center of monotheism where the supreme God of history has 
his temple.” By virtue of this spiritual illumination David visu- 
alizes the Assyrian monarchs, the Chaldaean conquerors, and the 
Seleucid invaders marching through the land of Israel given to 
him by God with the promise that David’s throne would endure 
forever. David did not foretell all the events of Hebrew history 
but only a certain number of them which, however, had great sig- 
nificance in the development of Israel’s historical drama. He par- 
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ticularly dealt with the Syro-Ephraimitic war and Sennacherib’s 
invasion of Judah during the reign of Hezekiah,*' with the cap- 
tivity and return from Babylon,” and finally with the Seleucids 
and Maccabeans.** 

In foretelling the various vicissitudes of his nation through 
his prophetic oracles, David spoke on behalf of the nation of 
Israel or in the name of various Old Testament personalities who 
were involved in the different crises of his nation and showed 
them the example that should be followed in each decisive turn- 
ing point of Israel’s destiny. Thus David, in the opinion of Theo- 
dore, lived by anticipation the most important circumstances of 
the history of his people and he wrote down, for the benefit of his 
nation, all the oracles that God had spoken to him because he 
was conscious of being led by the Spirit to a knowledge of future 
situations in Israel’s life and history. He regarded all knowledge 
of the future as emanating from God. This principle was applied 
not only to the psalmic oracles of David but also to the oracles 
of the Old Testament prophets.** Theodore regarded the prophets 
as obedient servants of the Spirit; they had been called to the 
ministry of the word to restate and re-emphasize what David had 
long before prophesied. 

This knowledge of future events was conveyed, according to 
Theodore’s understanding, through the channel of revelation. 
Revelation is an illumination of mind imparting inspiration in 
propositional form. Theodore makes no distinction between rev- 
elation and inspiration. The essence of Theodore’s understanding 
of revelation is based upon a view that all the content of the psal- 
ter emanates from a divine initiative which was communicated 
supernaturally to the human author by the intervention of a 
divine agent. And thus inspiration becomes a verbal dictation in 
the mechanical sense. Psalm 45 afforded him an opportunity to 
elaborate his understanding of this supernatural intervention on 
the part of the spirit of God. In commenting upon Psalm 45:1, 
Theodore made the following scholium: 


But the reed-pen needs ink, and it also needs a scriber 
both to add the ink and set it in motion in order to 
model the letters. David views the tongue as a reed-pen; 
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and the Holy Spirit is called by him a scriber so that the 
sayings which are shaped by the Spirit be in the spot 
where the ink stays. Because the Spirit, just like a perfect 
writer, fills, as if it were ink, the human heart with the 
perceptions of revelation and from there allows the 
tongue to speak loud and clear and to formulate the say- 
ings in letters and articulate them distinctly for those 
who are willing to receive the benefit which stems out of 
jet 


In this passage Theodore considered the notion of inspira- 
tion in terms of dictation. The Spirit of God breathed the precise 
words of God’s message into the human organism. Thus the ulti- 
mate authority of the psalter was God, who activated the biblical 
writer and by his pen communicated the perceptions of propo- 
sitional truth. So the activity of God’s Spirit in the heart or in the 
mind of biblical writers worked either by illumination or by dic- 
tation. The recipient was, however, conscious of the divine activ- 
ity in him and bore witness to it by praying for the instruction 
and edification of God’s people.*® 

Our discussion thus far has proved that Theodore, in his 
commentary on the book of Psalms was, as a child of his age, an 
advocate of the plenary view of verbal inspiration which was the 
viewpoint of the church from the days of the apostolic fathers 
until the rise of biblical criticism in the nineteenth century.*’ 
Over against this general affirmation, however, must be placed 
the statements that Theodore made when dealing with the con- 
tent and texts of other biblical writings in his later commentaries. 
There is strong evidence that Theodore attempted to break with 
the traditional theory of inspiration by modifying it and mini- 
mizing the role that God’s Spirit played in the composition of the 
autographs of the Bible.*® 

It must be noted that this plenary notion of inspiration was 
somewhat modified by Theodore’s understanding of prophecy. 
In his commentary on the twelve minor prophets, Theodore 
gives such prominence to the human factor that prophecy 
becomes a collaboration between God’s Spirit and man. The 
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state of prophetic inspiration, far from suppressing the mental 
faculty of the human author (as the Platonic-mantic doctrine of 
the Alexandrians maintained), actually makes it stronger and 
more receptive to the message of God. The “word of the Lord” 
iS an energy or voice in inward experience.” The Spirit of God 
awakens in the inmost soul of the prophet a disposition of 
thoughts and images without audible communication.” Pro- 
phetic experiences are not communications of propositional 
truths, and the oracles of the prophets are not written by mechan- 
ical dictation: 


It is quite clear, and we have said it several times in the 
past, that the sayings of the prophets have not been 
compiled in the form of a book following a harmonious 
pattern, but separately, and the prophecies were spoken 
by the prophets when they received the revelation.*! 


The most important information concerning Theodore’s 
modification of the idea of plenary inspiration comes from the 
Acts of the Second Council of Constantinople. According to the 
conciliar record Theodore taught that all the books of the Old 
Testament were not equally inspired; he recognized different 
kinds and degrees of inspiration. For example, the inspiration of 
Proverbs and Ecclesiastes was different from that of the prophets. 
The peculiar religious structure of the wisdom books could not 
be placed on the same level with the prophetic books. Israel’s wis- 
dom literature is of human origin, and it could not be compared 
with the revelation of God’s mighty deeds and acts. Sound teach- 
ing and advice for getting on in the world were very different 
from the revelation of God’s redemptive dealings with his peo- 
ple. Theodore ascribed Proverbs and Ecclesiastes to Solomon but 
at the same time claimed that both books were written out of the 
author’s human experience and sagacity: “and he (Theodore) 
attributed to Solomon books, that is, Proverbs and Ecclesiastes, 
which were written by him for the benefit of others, which Theo- 
dore, indeed, did not accept to have been written by the pro- 
phetic grace, but truly by the influence of sagacity which appears 
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plainly between the two, in accordance with the voice of the 
blessed Paul” (1 Cor 12:8).” This interpretation was condemned 
by the Fifth General Council in 553. 

Theodore’s numerous commentaries on the historical books 
of the Bible have been lost and we do not know what his 
approach was to the subject of inspiration in relation to the com- 
position of the historical books of the Old Testament. Fortu- 
nately, his student Theodoret, in a brief commentary on Chron- 
icles, makes an important remark which sounds typically 
Theodorean: 


He who compiles a history never records matters of pos- 
terity, but only facts of the past or present. Only the 
prophets foretold matters pertaining to the future; this 
was their characteristic.” 


In the light of Theodoret’s testimony we maintain that Theo- 
dore’s view concerning the authorship of the historical books of 
the Old Testament, with the exception of course of the Penta- 
teuch,“ was that their respective authors were gifted priests who, 
by utilizing the available source material which was stored in the 
temple scriptorium, composed the history of the people of Israel 
from a religious viewpoint. 

Theodore explained the authorship of the book of Job in a 
similar way. In post-exilic times a Jew, well-versed in the letters 
of the Greeks, took up an Edomitic folklore which was in circu- 
lation for generations in the whole near east and committed the 
history of the just to writing, fashioning it after the models of 
Greek poetry.” 

It was especially in his writings dealing with the New Tes- 
tament that Theodore gave the human factor such prominence 
that we cannot credit him anymore with a traditional view of 
inspiration. The autonomy of the authors was explicitly empha- 
sized. Thus in his commentary on the epistle to the Galatians he 
criticized Paul’s style and diction as abrupt and obscure, and 
blamed Paul for a passionate indignation against his adversaries 
that had caused the textual abruptness.” Also, in his commentary 
on Philemon, he complained that Paul’s textual obscurity arose 
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from his tendency to write too succinctly.*’ And again in com- 
menting upon Matthew 1:1 he says: 


Matthew would not have taught this at the beginning of 
his gospel had he known that our Lord did not approve 
of it; indeed he who took so much trouble to write faith- 
fully his gospel according to the orders of Christ would 
not have dared to put down in writing a statement that 
was detrimental to Christ.” 


We also observe how Theodore interprets the origin of the fourth 
gospel: 


And thus the blessed John settles in Ephesus, visiting 
the whole Asia Minor and rendering great services to the 
local congregations through his own preaching. In the 
meantime takes place the edition of the rest of the evan- 
gelists, i.e. the Gospels of Matthew and Mark, and even 
that of Luke, and which were spread within a short 
time all over the Christian world and were studied by all 
the congregations, as it was expected, with great 
promptness. 

But the congregations of Asia Minor, having judged 
that the blessed John was more trustworthy than the rest 
to bear witness to the evangelical testimony because he 
had been with the Lord from the very beginning ... 
brought the books to him in order to learn from John 
what his opinion was in regard to them. 

John praised the evangelists for having recorded 
the truths, but at the same time he found them to be 
short and to have omitted things pertaining to the most 
important miracles and doctrines. 

Thereupon the brethren begged John entreatingly 
to choose the things he estimated to be of great value for 
the interpretation of the doctrine which had been omit- 
ted by the rest and commit them to writing immedi- 
ately. And this is what he did.” 
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These quotations speak for themselves: Theodore clearly 
shows that the idea of a purely mechanical inspiration through 
the Spirit of God was no longer dear to him. The authors of the 
gospels were not merely clerks, nor passive tools of the Spirit. 
Theodore explicitly states that in writing their accounts the evan- 
gelists drew on their own memories, and each one assumed full 
responsibility for his own work. The human element in the Bible 
exists because the personalities of its writers are safeguarded. The 
Bible is not the exclusive work of God’s spirit. The divine meets 
the human element in the midst of man’s religious experience. 
Thus the Bible becomes the realm of the divine~human encoun- 
ter. Theodore’s final word is that we must distinguish between 
revelation and inspiration. Beyond that the Mephasqana did not 
theorize. He even anticipated the modern concept of progressive 
revelation, though, of course, the doctrine is not expressed in any 
nineteenth century evolutionary sense. Theodore asserted explic- 
itly that the two persons of the Trinity, the Son-Logos and the 
Holy Ghost, did not reveal themselves as independent prosopa 
in any respect whatever to the writers of the Old Testament.’ He 
likewise taught that the doctrine of resurrection of the dead was 
an entirely unknown idea in pre-New Testament times, and it 
was the conception of sheol—the shadowy realm of the under- 
world where the departed spirits of the dead remained—that pre- 
vailed in the teaching of the old dispensation.*! Another aspect 
to be emphasized concerning Theodore’s teaching on Old Tes- 
tament revelation is that the Mopsuestian considered the proph- 
ets of Israel to be teachers of monotheism, progressive revealers 
of God’s true character, and preachers of a true and perfect reli- 
gious knowledge.” From a critical point of view, Theodore’s 
standpoint reflects a remarkable faithfulness to the text and 
teaching of the Old Testament. 

In Theodore’s theology of the Bible the Old Testament con- 
tains the revelation that God is one. The religious teachings of 
the Old Testament have a great value and significance even apart 
from Christ.°? The providential and everlasting God of creation 
who revealed himself in the Old Testament gave that revelation 
in such a manner that it would be profitable and meaningful for 
his people. The Old Testament does not present Christ to us; it 
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rather prepares the way for Christ. It records God’s visitation of 
a particular people. According to Theodore it was only the God- 
head who revealed himself to those who had received the reli- 
gious paideia before the parousia of the Lord Christ. 

Theodore prefaced his biblical commentaries with long pro- 
logues in which he treated problems of biblical introduction, but 
the prologue to his commentary on the minor prophets has not 
come down to us. His views on the mode of prophetic call and 
inspiration have been compiled from such information as we 
have been able to glean from different comments he made in 
expounding the text of the twelve. 

Theodore’s view on the prophetic call is a sound interpreta- 
tion of the phenomenon. He held that prophecy is not an art or 
an institutionalized profession which can be learned and prac- 
ticed for the purpose of exploiting religion. It is not a hereditary 
office which can be inherited from one’s father.’ Prophecy is 
independent of any particular state of life because it is an action 
of God without the medium of a sacrament. And he who has 
been the object of that divine action can only point to a call that 
originated in the will of God. A prophet cannot appeal to any 
religious or national institution. It was the irresistible command 
of the deity which forcibly took Amos from his life as herdsman 
and pruner of sycamore figs and made him to prophesy the mes- 
sage of God concerning the people. The ministry of the prophets 
was not open just to any man of good will who wanted to consti- 
tute himself a prophet; it came to those who were called through 
the manifestation of God’s grace.* The prophets were raised and 
sent forth by a divine force emanating from the will of God. So 
the original call was independent of the will of men, and therefore 
the call to the prophetic ministry came from God alone. This 
feeling and conviction is confirmed by the content of the pro- 
phetic books. 

From the moment of their call these men were prophets; this 
does not mean, however, that they were under the influence of 
the prophetic charisma at every moment. They experienced this 
charisma only at certain times—whenever they felt that they 
were inspired by the living God.** The prophets were the confi- 
dants and spokesmen of God because they made known the will 
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of God and events of the future. In commenting upon Amos 3:7 
Theodore makes the following point: 


Accordingly we prophets do not utter our voice without 
reason, because we say as much as God has given us to 
tell. God wants the things which he intends to bring out 
for your own instruction as well as the events which will 
take place in the future to be made known to you by us 
the prophets.*’ 


It is interesting to note that Theodore refers to the seers of 
the Old Testament as the spiritual forerunners of the great eighth 
century prophets. He even alludes to the fact that the earlier 
visionaries of Israel did not enjoy a high reputation among the 
people. They prophesied because of certain gifts of temper and 
natural disposition. Among such enthusiasts Amos must not be 
reckoned: 


Amaziah in his impertinent mood said to Amos: “O 
thou seer, go, flee thou away into the land of Judah... .” 
Amaziah used the term seer sarcastically because the 
people beforetime called the prophets by that name, for 
they claimed to see some extraordinary sights through 
divine energy and revelation. The book of Kings says: 
“For he that is now called a prophet was beforetime 
called seer.” Amaziah said seer in order to provoke 
antagonism; he should have said instead: ““O thou who 
are pronouncing and proclaiming by authority.’* 


Theodore held that it was only in Israel that God raised true 
prophets who spoke inspired words. The will of God for all 
humanity is historically conveyed through Israel by way of elec- 
tion. Only to one people on earth did God mediate his providen- 
tial interest for mankind. He called Abraham and instituted cir- 
cumcision in order to distinguish Abraham’s descendants from 
the rest of the nations; and then God revealed his law unto Moses 
and provided a country for Israel. All these privileges came from 
God alone; there was no human merit involved.’ Yet all these 
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providential blessings granted to the Israel of old came for the 
sake of man because they were subordinate to the ultimate pur- 
pose of God in history: the salvation of all men. Universal sal- 
vation had been decided by God from the beginning, but it was 
carried out by means of election or by setting apart. The Old Tes- 
tament looks forward; it is oriented toward the future because it 
is a history of a redeeming drama which arrives at its terminus 
with the advent of the Lord Christ. But universal salvation 
through the Lord Christ could not appear as an innovation or 
novelty which God had decided as an afterthought. God, in order 
to avoid that impression among men, raised the prophets.© 

God persistently addressed himself to men through the 
prophets. David was the first in the line to whom God revealed 
the future history of his people. Then came the prophets whose 
preaching was purely oral.°' And after that God from time to time 
raised the great writing prophets whose primary mission con- 
sisted in retelling and re-emphasizing what David had long 
before prophesied. Every prophet was called upon to minister in 
a particular historical situation, and their message in its primary 
significance had to do with contemporary circumstances and the 
immediate future. Prophets applied their messages to a certain 
and specific stage of Israel’s drama in history; they never left their 
own world and their peculiar religious interest. It was only occa- 
sionally, Theodore holds, that the prophets referred to distant 
future events. This foretelling, however, resulted from a certain 
historical context: 


Each of the prophets seems proclaiming oracles the 
issue of which looked to be nigh at hand; they joined 
together some oracles which referred to the future for 
they were led to that from a certain context.” 


Prophetic inspiration, according to the understanding of 
Theodore, means human possession by the Spirit of God.* This 
possession is explained by the Mopsuestian as a psychological 
state which the prophet experiences in a particular confrontation 
with the deity, and in objectifying it the charismatic person 
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speaks in his own human tongue the words of God. It was the 
energizing power of God’s Spirit that inspired the prophets: 


The energy of God 1s called by the prophet “word of the 
Lord,” because by this energy the prophets received the 
revelations of the things to come through a spiritual 
grace. This sacred revelation also is called by the 
prophet “vision” because through this they were receiv- 
ing knowledge of obscure things. 

Since the prophets were accepting in the depth of 
their own souls unspoken thoughts and images through 
a spiritual energy, and they understood the instruction 
of what they learned as if it were someone speaking to 
them—during the energy of the divine spirit in their 
inner soul—for this reason the prophet calls it both 
“vision” and “‘word of the Lord.’’™ 


The passage bears ample witness to the author’s conviction 
that prophetic inspiration is not a communication of truths dic- 
tated in conceptual words and forms but a psychological experi- 
ence, the spirit of God awakening in the inward part of a pro- 
phet’s being, thoughts and images by a spiritual perception 
without sensible forms. The God of the prophets is not God 
absconditus, but God revelatus. He reveals his will in the soul of 
the prophets as an inner vision. The inward vision becomes 
equivalent with the “word of God” because it is articulated as an 
experience. The “word of God” is not imposed on the human 
senses as an audible communication. It is not expressed in 
Hebrew or Aramaic, and yet the prophetic experience is articu- 
lated and transmitted in the idiom of human speech. We cannot 
grasp in what manner the prophets understood their revealed 
experience or how they could transmit it in the idiom established 
by the prophetic language. But since the vision was taking place 
in the inner soul of a personality, the mental faculty of the human 
organism was there to attend and perceive. Thus human speech 
became the vehicle of inspiration. The prophets believed in the 
reality of what they saw and heard. The power of such inspiration 
lay in the prophets’ conviction that God was speaking to them 
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and through them. The decisive characteristic is that the charis- 
matic person must have living intercourse with the Lord. The 
hearing of the voice of God was the prophet’s self-legitimation. 
And that which had to be reproduced by the human tongue, says 
Theodore, was not a corporeal voice of God but a psychological 
experience which created in the mind of the prophets the impres- 
sion that someone was speaking to them: “If God had spoken to 
the prophet from above in human voice it could have filled all 
the inhabited world.’”® 

We must turn briefly from this account of Theodore’s under- 
standing of prophetic inspiration to his notion of prophetic 
ecstasy. Theodore does not treat the subject in terms of a nine- 
teenth century evolutionary interpretation. The various physio- 
logical, psychological, and possibly pathological states which 
accompanied or preceded the ecstasy of the prophets are not con- 
sidered in his extant writings. In point of fact these very states in 
antiquity were considered important characteristics of the pro- 
phetic charisma and, hence, were to be expected in diverse forms 
even when not reported. On the other hand Theodore’s general 
view on the mode of the prophetic ecstasy, as it was experienced 
by the classical prophets, is a careful interpretation of the 
phenomenon. 

In commenting upon the word “burden” (/émma), which in 
the Septuagint is used to render the Hebrew massa’, Theodore 
finds the opportunity to discuss the various biblical terms 
employed by the prophets in describing their experiences. The 
energies of God’s Spirit, asserts Theodore, were manifold; the 
prophets experienced oracles, visions, burdens, and sights. But 
the highest type of spiritual experience was obtained in ecstatic 
states: 


The inborn energies by which the prophets received the 
revelations from the Spirit were manifold and according 
to the circumstances. By ecstasy all of the prophets were 
receiving the knowledge of the most unutterable things; 
for it permitted them, by keeping their minds out of the 
earthly conditions, to hold fast and attach themselves to 
the view which was shown to them. If it is impossible 
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for us to learn with accuracy the instruction of our 
teachers without concentrating on their teaching, how 
could it ever be possible for the prohets to endure such 
terrifying and unutterable views if their intellects did 
not go out of the present conditions of life during the 
time of vision? 

The Bible says, the blessed Peter, by falling in 
ecstasy, saw a great sheet descending from heaven. This 
was made possible because the grace of the Spirit took 
his intellect away from the present situation and helped 
him to view what was to be shown. 

The grace of the Spirit by removing their minds to 
a different state enabled the prophets to view the indi- 
cated vision. But whenever the prophets found them- 
selves in this state of mind the Spirit granted them such 
an instruction that it created the impression that they 
were hearing someone speaking and teaching them.” 


In this passage Theodore considers the prophetic ecstasy as 
a state of tension. He says there are in both the Old Testament 
and the New Testament phenomena of ecstasy. Such ecstatic 
experience came especially when the prophet was in isolation and 
solitude. The Spirit drove the prophets into isolation by sup- 
pressing their consciousness. Their senses were overtaken by the 
force and tension of the theophanies.” The ecstatic states were 
personal and no sort of external influence was required; God 
placed the prophets in this state of tension. Theodore claims, as 
many modern critics do, that the ecstatic element could be found 
even in the noblest of the prophets.® It resulted from the cer- 
tainty of truly having stood in personal relationship with God. 
The invisible God assured the prophets that they were his mes- 
sengers. In the high tension of the ecstatic state meaningful pro- 
nouncements were forthcoming without the prophets being 
asked. The experiences were terrifying and unutterable. And yet 
they presented themselves into a flash of verbal messages trans- 
mitting the will and requirements of God. It was not a real cor- 
poreal voice in the human idiom but the impression of a voice. 
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And when the terrifying experience receded into the background 
the articulated prophetic utterance burst forth. 

Finally, we should note that Theodore has been accused of 
having an anthropomorphic understanding of inspiration.” This 
charge has arisen from Theodore’s teaching that the prophets, 
during the states of inspiration, had the impression that someone 
was speaking to them. But the prophetic data relevant to inspi- 
ration are so complex and many-faceted that a proper definition 
of the prophetic inspiration is practically impossible. However, 
we find anthropomorphic expressions and experiences through- 
out the pages of the prophetic literature. God is represented, in 
his relation both to Israel and to his prophets, as a living and 
feeling being, as a person who acts in nature and history and 
reveals his message “by divers portions and divers manners” to 
his servants the prophets. No matter how refined it becomes in 
the prophetic books, anthropomorphism is firmly seated in the 
prophetic consciousness; it is more psychological than physical 
in nature. The prophetic consciousness testified to what it saw 
and heard; the forcefulness of the prophetic consciousness in 
many cases lies in an inner conviction which resulted from the 
certainty of having stood in God’s council. It was in Yahweh’s 
council that the divine and the human encounter took place. The 
typical prophetic oracle begins with “The Lord said unto 
me....” Jeremiah did not consider a man to be a true prophet 
unless he spoke “‘from God’s mouth” rather than “‘from his own 
heart.”” Above all, prophets heard sounds, voices, words, and 
commands addressed to them. The hearing of “‘the word of God” 
was the secret of the prophets’ power and influence. And when 
the prophets proclaimed the word of God in human idiom they 
did not feel that the frailty of the human speech betrayed the 
nature of God’s majesty. 

Out of the foregoing observations of Theodore’s views on 
scriptural revelation and inspiration, we come to these conclu- 
sions. The Mopsuestian started with a high traditional doctrine 
of inspiration; he stressed the divine origin of inspiration to such 
an extent that he obliterated the human factor in the writing of 
revelation. But there is evidence that Theodore later attempted 
to break from the plenary notion of inspiration by emphasizing 


98 THEODORE OF MOPSUESTIA 


the role that human involvement played in the composition of 
the autographs of the Bible. In his later exegetical writings, Theo- 
dore gave such prominence to the human factor that inspiration 
became a collaboration between God’s Spirit and man. This 
emphasis on the human element was brought about by a better 
understanding of the historical significance of biblical revelation. 
Prophetic inspiration, Theodore asserted, is not a communica- 
tion of truth dictated in conceptual words but a psychological 
state which the prophet experienced in a confrontation with the 
deity at a particular time and place in history.” In that state of 
confrontation the divine did not sweep away the human; on the 
contrary the human element was growing stronger and more 
receptive because the mighty spirit of God was placing it in an 
ecstatic tension. In the high tension of the ecstatic state the 
prophet experienced terrifying and meaningful pronouncements 
which he articulated and interpreted with the help of human 
idiom. Theodore assumed, as many modern critics do, that all 
prophets were ecstatic men.”! 
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Chapter Five 


THEODORE OF MOPSUESTIA 
AS A CHRISTIAN EXEGETE 


As early as the second century before the Christian era, Jew- 
ish religious authorities held that Judaism in every detail had 
been divinely revealed in the law and the prophets; no word or 
letter therein was useless or superfluous.' The conviction that 
God had recorded his mind and will in the Pentateuch and in a 
series of sacred books, and the insistence that Jewish national 
recovery would not be realized until the people lived in accor- 
dance with God’s law, made it imperative that the meaning of 
scripture be taught to every Jew. The need for general education 
created two institutions, the synagogue and beth ha-midrash.’ 

Palestinian teachers intended to show their fellow Jews what 
the divine revelation recorded in the torah should mean to them, 
and how they could rightly follow it in their lives. But changing 
theological needs required some method of bringing the torah up 
to date. Once the law had been fixed as divinely authorized (ca. 
400 B.C.; see Neh 8-10), the simplest way of making it applicable 
for a later generation with new ideas and different practices was 
to develop an unwritten law of interpretations. It is from this 
point of view that interpretation in Judaism is to be understood. 
Assuming the legitimacy of oral law, the Jewish religious author- 
ities discussed with subtlety and erudition the juristic precepts of 
the Pentateuch and developed exegetical rules and methods by 
which a scriptural basis could be given to many new doctrines 
and practices.’ The result was that it became possible for Judaism 
to define a halachah, not expressly mentioned in the scriptural 
text, on the authority of the religious teachers, whom we call 
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scribes or lawyers, and who interpreted the laws of the Penta- 
teuch according to their own reason and conscience.* Halachah, 
so defined, was vouched for by oral tradition, was assumed to 
have come from Moses, and was accepted on the authority of the 
teachers who declared it.° The new method of defining a hala- 
chah, without necessarily connecting it with the biblical text, gave 
to the religious authorities of Judaism a liberty of interpretation 
which they never before had. Thus a way was opened for an 
advance from the literal meaning of the text toward a non-literal 
method of interpreting scripture. Judaism was no longer bound 
to take the Bible literally. The halachah and the haggadah, which 
were defined in terms of the oral law, represented a free interpre- 
tation of the scriptural texts in the light of practical experience 
and speculative meditation. H.A. Wolfson, writing about this 
method of exegesis, observes: 


What is known in Judaism as the Oral Law meant free- 
dom of interpretation of the scriptural text, whether 
dealing with some legal precept or some historical event 
or some theological doctrine. Every verse in Scripture, 
whether narrative or law, was subject to such free 
interpretation.° 


Something of the freedom which this concept allowed can be 
seen in such interpretations as those developed at Qumran and 
in the thought of Philo. Before turning to the very important 
work of Philo, we ought to consider briefly the method of exegesis 
employed by the sect of Qumran, precisely because in many 
respects it typifies the temper of the Old Testament apocalyptists. 
In the so-called biblical commentaries (pesarim) of Qumran are 
found expositions of biblical passages, for the most part from the 
prophets, which show marked differences from the traditional 
exegesis of rabbinical Judaism.’ The sect of Qumran lived in an 
eschatological enthusiasm awaiting the dawn of a new age to be 
ushered in by Yahweh’s mighty deeds. This eschatological expec- 
tation of an apocalyptic kingdom, which was molded by a com- 
mon and continuous tradition of speculative interests in this cul- 
tic community, led the sectarian commentators to expound the 
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prophecies of the Old Testament in accordance with the basic 
tenets peculiar to the religious sect. Their interpretation has an 
eschatological perspective, and strongly tends to see the oracles 
of the prophets fulfilled in the history of their own times or in the 
inner life of their cultic community. Such eschatological interpre- 
tation is an attempt to find in scriptural texts non-literal mean- 
ings referring to events which are to take place in the end of the 
days, such as the coming of the messianic age, and the world that 
is to come. This idea is clearly expressed in the Habakkuk Com- 
mentary 2:2: 


God told Habakkuk to write the things that were to 
come upon the last generation, but the consummation 
of the period he did not make known to him. And as for 
what it says, ‘that he may run who reads it,’ this means 
the teacher of righteousness, to whom God made known 
all the mysteries of the words of his servants the 
prophets.® 


In the desert community of Qumran, it was held that little 
happened without an eschatological purpose. Convinced that all 
prophecy was being fulfilled in their generation, the sectarians 
searched the scriptures and commented upon prophetic texts in 
attempts to show that this was so. Their interpretation is neither 
rabbinical nor allegorical, but eschatological.’ It is interesting to 
note that a very similar sort of interpretation was employed by 
the New Testament writers in presenting Christ as the fulfillment 
of Old Testament prophecy—that is, the Old Testament, apoca- 
lyptically interpreted, was the Bible of the early church. 

Judaism in Alexandria, on the other hand, developed 
another method of scriptural exegesis under the influence of 
Greek philosophy. Philo is our best representative of this new 
method. The rules of interpretation observed by Philo combine 
two elements, namely, midrashic non-literal interpretations as 
used by the Palestinian rabbis, and allegoric principles character- 
istic of the Stoics.'° These rules fall into two main classes: first, 
those according to which the literal sense is excluded, and the 
allegorical seems to be the only possible alternative; and, second, 
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those according to which the allegoric sense is discovered as 
standing beside and above the literal sense. 

Philo was the proponent of a complicated scheme of inter- 
pretation. His first exegetical principle held that, since scripture 
is inspired by God, it can never mean anything that would be 
unworthy of God or useless to man.'' Consequently, whenever 
there is anything impossible, absurd or immoral in scripture, an 
effort must be made to find a meaning other than the literal one. 
Under the influence of the Greek philosophic interpretation of 
Homer and Hesiod, and because he himself was a trained philos- 
opher, Philo assumed in his interpretation of scripture that bib- 
lical texts have a twofold meaning—a literal or obvious meaning, 
and an underlying meaning. The underlying meaning of a text is 
described by him in a variety of terms, but the term which is 
most dear to him is “allegory.”'? The allegorical meaning of a text 
as well as the allegorical interpretation of it is said by Philo to be 
“obscure to the many,”’” to be clear only to “those who can con- 
template bodiless and naked facts,’ to appeal only to “the few 
who study soul characteristics rather than bodily forms,”'* and to 
be dear to “men who are capable of seeing.”’® Allegory was also 
described by Philo as “the nature which loves to hide itself’ and 
into which one has to be initiated.'’ Allegorical method, whereby 
the true knowledge of God is to be extracted from the letter of 
the Bible, was regarded by Philo as a mystery.'® If the underlying 
meaning of a biblical text was not immediately evident, the fault 
lay with the exegete, who was not yet well initiated in the mys- 
teries of the allegorical method. Only those who have been initi- 
ated into the mysteries of the Bible are capable of understanding 
the hidden meaning of the texts. All this meant for Philo that 
only men of good ability and qualified education who have suc- 
ceeded in mastering their passions and in acquiring a true knowl- 
edge of the existence and nature of God can be instructed in the 
theory and method of the allegorical interpretation of the Bible.'® 
According to Philo everything in the Bible, whether narrative or 
law, is subject to allegorical interpretation. 

In contrast to the allegorical method, Philo spoke of a literal 
or obvious method of interpretation.” After comparing the literal 
meaning of the scriptural text to “body,” and the hidden inner 
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meaning, which is to be discovered by the allegorical interpreta- 
tion, to “soul,” he suggested that the former is to be used with 
certain reservations. The formula with which he concluded his 
thinking on this subject was that everything in scripture has a 
figurative meaning, but not all of it has a literal meaning. The 
allegorical interpretation must discard the literal meaning of a 
term of expression and strive to grasp its deeper purport.”’ One 
general rule laid down by Philo, with regard to the literal sense of 
the texts, is that no anthropomorphic expression about God is to 
be taken literally. As proof-text for this general rule Philo quoted 
the verse, “God is not a man” (Num 23:19), which was thought 
by him to contain the general principle that anthropomorphic 
expressions must be discarded.” 

Philo had no real interest in the Old Testament as a record 
of Israel’s history or its religious experience. His objective was to 
interpret the theology of the Old Testament in terms of Greek 
philosophy and thus to create a Jewish philosophical literature 
based on Old Testament exegesis. The Pentateuch was his favor- 
ite document for study, and the greater part of his voluminous 
writings are devoted to expounding it. With regard to the histor- 
ical events of the Pentateuch he maintained that their literalness 
should be rejected whenever, by the acceptance of such literal- 
ness, the inspired words of God would compel one to admit any- 
thing base or unworthy of their dignity.” Philo’s adoption of the 
allegorical method of the Stoics was not only facilitated by his 
philosophical eclecticism, but also by the fact that in his time Pal- 
estinian Judaism was not bound to read the scriptures literally. 

The effects of Philo’s allegorical methodology are discernible 
not in subsequent Jewish exegesis but in the writings of the 
church fathers. Philo’s method was inherited by Christian teach- 
ers along with the Septuagint.” It was after the close of the New 
Testament period that the allegorical method of scriptural inter- 
pretation became an accepted system of biblical exegesis and crit- 
icism for Christian scholarship. Through the work of Clement of 
Alexandria (ca. 150-215) the Philonic non-literal expounding of 
the Bible was introduced into the theological school of Alexan- 
dria, and the allegorical method of exegesis became the charac- 
teristic trait of this religious institution in the succeeding stages 
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of its history. The leading Christian exponent of the allegorical 
interpretation of the Old and New Testament was the polymathic 
Origen (ca. 185-254), who was Clement’s pupil and successor in 
the deanship of the school of Alexandria. Origen represents an 
advance in allegorical interpretation over his predecessors.” 
Starting off from the position of his Hellenistic predecessor, Ori- 
gen held that the Bible is inspired by God and contains nothing 
unworthy of God; through the Logos or the Holy Spirit, God is 
the author of every detail of the Bible. The prophets and evan- 
gelists were instruments of the Holy Spirit, which filled their 
souls.”* Origen also maintained, like Philo, that the Holy Spirit 
had deliberately inserted into scripture a number of obvious 
inconsistencies which looked like “‘stumbling-blocks and obsta- 
cles,” not fitting in with the ordinary narrative and context where 
they are found, to remind the intellectual reader that there is 
something diviner in the text.”” The “stumbling-blocks,” Origen 
asserted, had been dictated by the Holy Spirit for the benefit not 
of the simple believers, who would not comprehend anyway, but 
for the benefit of people with inquiring minds, to make them 
apply themselves more to the careful scrutiny of the text and so 
convince themselves that they must in these cases seek a deeper 
spiritual meaning not unworthy of God.” But if the simple 
believers do not at once see the supernatural meaning of the bib- 
lical text there is nothing surprising in that, because the Bible is 
a tremendous sacrament, a vast allegory in which every detail is 
figurative and symbolic. In the fourth homily on Leviticus Ori- 
gen wrote: 


As I try to expound the scriptures, I realize that the mys- 
teries are too vast for my capacities. But even if we can- 
not explain it all, we still know that it is full of mystery, 
allion it. 


In a notable passage in the De Principiis, Origen divides the 
interpretation of scripture into three meanings or senses, corre- 
sponding to the triple division of human nature; as man is 
divided into body, soul, and spirit, so the scriptures yield three 
meanings: (1) corporeal or literal; (2) physical or moral; (3) spir- 
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itual or perfect. The spiritual or perfect meaning of the Bible is 
reserved for the perfect Christians, who will inherit eternal life in 
the aeon that is to come: 


The words of scripture should be printed in the soul in 
one of three ways. The uneducated should be edified by 
the letter itself, by what we call the obvious meaning; 
while he who has ascended a certain way may be edified 
by the soul. The perfect should be edified by the spiri- 
tual law, which has a shadow of good things to come. 
For as man is composed of body, soul, and spirit, so in 
the same way in scripture, which has been planned by 
God for man’s salvation.” 


In order to support his view that scripture is to be inter- 
preted in three ways, Origen quoted the Septuagint version of 
Proverbs 22:20; the first part of that verse (“Have I not written 
for you thirty sayings?” R.S.V.), the Septuagint wrongly renders, 
“Have I not written unto thee in a triple way?”*' With his triple 
division of scriptural interpretation, Origen succeeded in trans- 
forming the Old Testament into a record of Christian rather than 
Jewish revelation, and then he proceeded to interpret it christo- 
logically. For him, everything in the law and the prophets points 
to Christ through parables, images, oracles and allegories. As with 
Origen’s mystical and speculative theology, so his exegesis is fun- 
damentally unhistorical and spiritual.” 

Origen’s elaborated exegetical system as well as his volumi- 
nous commentaries and homilies appealed to Christendom at 
large, and they exercised an immense influence in the patristic 
age and later. Even Jerome favored a threefold division of all the 
senses of scriptural interpretation, in support of which he quoted 
Origen’s biblical proof-text, “Have I not written unto thee in a 
triple way?” (Prov 22:20, LXX).* 

But the “biblical alchemy,” as the allegorical method of the 
Alexandrians has rightly been called, was challenged. It was 
rejected by the exegetes of the school of Antioch, who advocated 
a critical viewpoint and a historico-grammatical method of inter- 
pretation in their biblical studies. 
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In opposition to such Alexandrians as Clement and Origen, 
who approached the Bible in the interest of a pre-conceived and 
pre-established theological system and cultivated the allegorical- 
mystical method of interpretation, the Antiochians developed a 
deeper insight into the true nature of biblical interpretation. The 
fancies of allegory compelled the religious teachers of Antioch to 
employ a rigidly careful exegesis in interpreting what the Bible 
says in the light of its own historical and conceptual environ- 
ment. The school of Antioch has been credited with the honor of 
being the first to have formulated a system of biblical interpre- 
tation that approached more nearly than any other early Chris- 
tian school many principles of criticism which are now accepted 
by those who acknowledge the validity of the categories of mod- 
ern biblical criticism.** This system was brought about by certain 
factors in training and background, and it also involved a strong 
reaction against the non-literal method of the Alexandrians. The 
Antiochians developed a christology which was concerned with 
both the divinity and the humanity of Christ. Another conspic- 
uous trait of the Antiochians is their closer relationship to Jewish 
exegesis, which preferred, with the exception of the midrashic 
interpretations, to explain the Old Testament literally. And, 
finally, the Antiochian scholars of the church had a predilection 
for the Aristotelian logic and methodology rather than the Pla- 
tonic and Philonic philosophy.** These different doctrinal and 
methodological presuppositions led to quite different principles 
of interpretation. 

The school of Antioch developed interpretation along its 
own lines, and sometimes acted as though deliberately correcting 
the methods of the school of Alexandria. The Antiochians 
insisted on the historical reality of the biblical revelation and 
refused to lose sight of it in a world full of symbols and crypto- 
grams. In their judgment scripture is not full of secrets and mys- 
teries—nothing is hidden behind and beneath its literalness. 
While the Antiochians regarded the Bible as the word of God, 
they nevertheless had a strong feeling for the human element in 
the biblical writers and an obvious understanding of the histori- 
cal significance of the scriptural truths. They expounded the 
Bible, not to detect mystical parables pointing to metaphysical or 
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super-temporal meanings, but to discover and hear the word of 
God in its historical truth and perspective, because each book of 
the Bible was written at a certain time and has, so to speak, a 
“situation-conditioned” nature, a Sitz im Leben. The first con- 
cern of the Christian interpreter, according to the Antiochian 
fathers, must be to hear God’s words in scripture, and this 
involves a conscious attempt to live within the historical atmos- 
phere of the biblical world, including its human idiom. This 
means that the interpreter must understand the biblical language, 
vocabulary, and history in order to take his stand with the proph- 
ets in their struggle to hear God’s message of judgment and mercy 
in the midst of a providential drama. The interpreter has no right 
to depreciate the literal and historical sense of the Bible. He can- 
not separate himself from the biblical source and history, else he 
will not understand the reality of the biblical revelation.”’ A care- 
ful interpreter is characterized by his attempt to control interpre- 
tation by looking for the original meaning of a passage when such 
a meaning can be discerned. To this end the Antiochians used all 
available aids derived from philology and history. The emphasis 
always fell upon the literal meaning of the text. They recognized 
that the language of the Bible is often metaphoric, but this rec- 
ognition did not lead them to deny the literal meaning of the text, 
it was the business of the interpreter to explain the figures of 
speech according to their literal image. 

Diodore of Tarsus (d. ca. 390), who must be regarded as the 
true founder and theoretician of the school of Antioch, described 
the guiding principle of Antiochene exegesis in the following 
formula: 


We do not forbid the higher interpretation and allegory, 
for the historical narrative does not exclude it, but is on 
the contrary the basis and substructure of loftier 
insights. ... We must, however, be on our guard against 
letting the theoria do away with the historical basis, for 
the result would then be, not theoria, but allegory.* 


One has only to compare this sober statement with the quo- 
tation from Origen cited above to distinguish very clearly the real 
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contrast between the methods followed by the two schools, nota- 
bly the Alexandrian with its bias toward allegorism, and the 
Antiochene with its dedication to historico-literalism. Diodore 
composed a manual of hermeneutics called What Is the Differ- 
ence between Theory and Allegory? which has been lost.*”? Accord- 
ing to Diodore, the true key to the deeper meaning of a scriptural 
event which was not fully explicit was what he called theoria.” 
By this term Diodore probably meant a loftier insight into the 
nature of an Old Testament event quoted in the New Testament, 
and as such it required a higher interpretation which had to be 
firmly based on the letter. Presumably theoria presupposed a 
kind of exegesis which has in modern times been given the con- 
venient name “typology.” This kind of typology had been prac- 
ticed already by Paul (Gal 4:24) but under the name of allegory. 
The antithesis which Diodore made between allegory and theoria 
comes out in a remark by his pupil, John Chrysostom: 


Paul, by a catachrestic use of the language, called the 
type allegory. What he means is this: the history itself 
not only has the apparent meaning but also proclaims 
other things; therefore it is called allegory. But what did 
it proclaim? Nothing else than everything that now is.*! 


Here Chrysostom certainly reflects Diodore’s concept of 
theoria. He maintains that Paul used the term allegory in a loose 
and catachrestic sense, and did not set aside the historicity of the 
story of Sarah and Hagar.” Theodore of Mopsuestia brings out 
the same point when, in explaining Galatians 4:24, he criticizes 
those who appealed to the use of allegory by the apostle Paul him- 
self. There is a great difference, Theodore asserts, between what 
the apostle means and what the allegorists mean. The apostle 
does not destroy history but believes in the historical reality of 
the events he describes, and employs them for examples. The 
allegorists, on the other hand, denied the historical significance 
of the narrative, and their interpretation often differed only 
slightly if at all from the speculations concerning pagan myths in 
which pagan philosophers indulged.* Then Theodore goes on 
giving his own interpretation of Paul’s language in Galatians 
4:24, which runs as follows: “Paul called allegory the comparison 
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by way of juxtaposition, of former events with present ones.” 
This quotation has been preserved by a catenist. Theodore did 
not try to correct the language of the Apostle as Chrysostom had 
done by calling the term “allegory,” a misapplicated and misused 
word; rather he tried to express his own understanding of the 
Pauline expression. The comparison is an external one based on 
the resemblance (similitudo) of the persons (Hagar and Sarah); 
yet in their original biblical context these two women have their 
own historical identity and mission. Paul, by using the term 
“allegory,” did not obliterate either the historicity of the biblical 
antiquity or its truth. Theodore time and again emphasizes this 
particular aspect because upon this Pauline text the Alexandrean 
‘““mythologues” had built their hermeneutical aberrations. The 
Apostle Paul preserved history, and the comparison is worthless 
unless the two persons or events being compared really existed. 
Theodore obviously was not happy with the application of the 
word allegory by Saint Paul. This phrase of Paul is not even a 
typology. Theodore’s objective was to defend the Old Testament 
against the allegorists who wanted to reconstrue it arbitrarily into 
a book of mystical symbols. The allegorists turned everything 
askew by making no distinction between what the Bible says and 
‘dreams in the night.” 

In his extant commentaries Theodore levels direct attacks 
against the methods of the allegorists:** The Mopsuestian had 
composed a work entitled On Allegory and History, which has 
been lost; Facundus had preserved a very brief quotation.** How- 
ever, we know a good deal about Theodore’s objections to the use 
of allegory from a Nestorian author, Isho’dad of Merv, who, echo- 
ing as usual the voice of the Mephasqana, dedicated the twelfth 
chapter of his Introduction to the Psalms to a polemic against 
those who insisted on interpreting the Psalms allegorically. The 
relevant chapter of Isho’dad deals with a subject which was 
highly meaningful to Theodore; this is reflected in the fact that 
the Mopsuestian limited the messianic Psalms to four, namely, 
2, 8, 45, and 110. The Syriac writer states: 


One may ask what the difference is between allegorical 
exegesis and historical exegesis. We answer that the dif- 
ference is great and not small. While the first leads to 
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impiety, blasphemy, and untruth, the other is con- 
formed to truth and faith. It was the impious Origen of 
Alexandria who invented the art of allegory. Versed in 
the works of poets and Platonists, he believed that holy 
scripture should be explained in terms of their fables. 

Just as poets and geometricians, when they want to 
raise their students from material and visible things to 
things hidden and invisible, erring in regard to the eter- 
nity of incorporeal matter and to indivisible atoms, say: 
“These visible signs are not signs for reading, but their 
hidden meanings, one must elevate himself by the 
image of thought from created natures to their eternal 
nature’; just so, the insane Origen taught that the souls 
existed, before the creation of the bodies and the uni- 
verse, from time incommensurable. ... Origen, stress- 
ing this strange theory to his students, tainted all the 
books of the Bible by an enigmatic interpretation. The 
psalms and the prophets, who speak of the captivity and 
the return of the people of Israel, he explained as teach- 
ing the captivity of the soul, far from truth and its return 
to faith. Similarly with regard to the historical narra- 
tives of scripture, he diverted and emptied them from 
their natural meaning and he delivered them into the 
fancy of the imagination, and this was done in such a 
fashion that we thought there was no creature nor Cre- 
ator. The allegorists do not interpret paradise as it is, or 
Adam, or Eve, or any existing being. . . . 

And in order not to stretch the discourse beyond its 
limit I am going to advance an example which will suf- 
fice to illustrate the nature of the others. When the apos- 
tle writes: “This rock was Christ” (I Cor 10:4), he clearly 
shows, the allegorists say, that even while appearing to 
be a rock, in reality however this rock was Christ, 
secretly working for the salvation of those who are like 
him. Likewise in regard to Melchizedek, they assert that 
he was the Son of God; for according to them our Savior 
did not appear one time in this world, but many times; 
he has revealed himself to the various ages according to 
their proper measure, and he has been with all of them. 
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He even had to come for the inanimate rocks, in order 
to deliver those who were retained there. 

Those insane people have not perceived that the 
apostles in quoting the sayings of the Old Testament do 
not quote them in only one way; sometimes they quote 
them to show their fulfillment, at other times as an 
example for the exhortation and correction of their 
readers, or else to confirm the doctrine of the faith, 
although these sayings were uttered for other purposes 
according to the historical circumstances. 

Now when our Lord applies Psalms 8 and 110 to 
himself, and when Peter in Acts and Paul in his epistles 
apply to our Lord the same psalms as well as Psalms 2 
and 45, they take them in their true sense. 

But when our Lord says on the cross: ““My God, my 
God, why hast thou forsaken me?” and again: “Into thy 
hands I commend my spirit,” which saying is found in 
Psalm 31:6, these words are said by a comparison 
according to the resemblance of the events, although in 
their original place their application is different. Now 
the difference which exists between these things is evi- 
denced with clarity from the context to those who want 
to know the truth.”’ 


The exceptional importance of this text from Isho’dad’s 
Introduction to the Psalms justifies the lengthiness of the quota- 
tion. In point of fact we do not know of any other source which 
provides a better glimpse into the nature of Theodore’s exegetical 
principles. Isho’dad was not an original thinker and his writings 
are replete with quotations from Theodore and many lesser 
known Syriac authors.” Theodore of Mopsuestia was for him the 
Mephasqana par excellence. Those who are familiar with Theo- 
dore’s extant commentaries will recognize Isho’dad’s great 
indebtedness to him. Isho’dad’s exegetical outlook was domi- 
nated by Theodore’s influence, especially along the following 
lines: 


1. Both exegetes agreed that the task of an interpreter is to dis- 
cern the meaning of a text in its historical context, without 
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recourse to allegory. The literal sense, rightly understood, pro- 
vides the fullest meaning. 

2. Both commentators drew attention to the fact that the Old 
Testament must be interpreted in the light of its own histori- 
cal environment. This hermeneutical principle requires full 
respect for the historicity of the biblical events. An interpreter 
has not the right to read into the history of Israel more than 
is actually there. 

3. Lastly, both the Syriac exegete and Theodore stated that typo- 
logical interpretation is acceptable, but it must strictly be 
related to, and be founded upon, the historico-grammatical 
meaning of the text. A “type” is a comparison of events in the 
two Testaments and not an interpretation of texts. 


These Theodorean views were not presented in a formal 
treatise; they were set down during the course of Theodore’s 
interpretation of biblical texts. We may now turn to a survey of 
Theodore’s extant commentaries which will give an idea of what 
his historico-grammatical method of exegesis was like. First, we 
shall try to describe somewhat broadly Theodore’s basic exeget- 
ical method, then his interpretation of biblical history, and, 
finally, his Old Testament typology. 

First, the critical principles underlying Theodore’s exegetical 
method must be determined. The materials on which our 
appraisal rests are mainly supplied by his commentaries or the 
book of Psalms and the minor prophets. Following the tradition 
of the school of Antioch, Theodore based his commentaries on 
the text of the Septuagint. His reliance on the Septuagint, how- 
ever, did not lead him to accept it as a miraculously inspired 
translation, having as much authority as the original Hebrew. 
This is shown especially in his commentary on the book of 
Psalms, where the following statement furnishes a characteristic 
illustration of the author’s thinking in this respect: 


And the Hebrew text, which is the most authoritative of 
all and upon which the interpretation must be based, 
happens to be against this sort of exegesis.” 
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Further on, he evidenced an awareness that he relied on a 
translation which was not free of obscurities and ambiguous 
expressions. A translation cannot reproduce the conciseness of 
the Hebrew idiom, Theodore asserted, without occasioning dam- 
age to the clarity of its meaning.*° And yet his ignorance of 
Hebrew compelled the author to follow the practice of his age in 
accepting the Septuagint as the authorized version. Nonetheless, 
Theodore’s extant writings indicate that he respected the author- 
ity of the original Hebrew, and that he did not follow the Septu- 
agint with completely closed eyes. In explaining Psalm 9 (LXX 
numbering) he wrote: 


Yet since this ninth psalm is divided in two in the 
Hebrew and Syriac texts, I do not know why it is found 
in our version redacted into one.” 


In commenting upon Psalm 16:3, Theodore claimed: 


If, therefore, the text which reads “to the saints that are 
in the earth, and to the excellent, in whom is all my 
delight” be understood according to the Syriac text as 
meaning that the divine judgment has been visited upon 
the strong nations, and if this meaning which arises 
from the Syriac and Hebrew texts be held, then every- 
thing that follows is most fittingly joined with what was 
quoted above.” 


The interesting point about all this is not the interpretation 
of the psalm which Theodore offered, but rather the fact that 
while he interpreted the Septuagint he seemed to prefer the 
Hebrew and Syriac variant which he invoked in order to link bet- 
ter the meaning of the second verse of the psalm with that of the 
third, and thus justify his interpretation. 

In the commentary on the minor prophets Theodore showed 
little interest in textual criticism, and most of the time he chose 
his variant readings on the basis of arbitrary principles or subjec- 
tive conjectures. It was on such grounds that in Amos 5:26 he 
explained the reading “and the star of your god Rephan” (LXX 
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reading) by asserting that in the Hebrew language Rephan means 
morning star.’ In Habakkuk 2:11 Theodore found another 
opportunity for exercising his arbitrary method in resolving a 
problem of variant readings: 


Some people say that the Syriac version reads “‘peg,”’ but 
it would be nonsense to disregard the Hebrew language 
in which the prophets spoke and whose message was 
translated into Greek by the Septuagint, and pay more 
attention to the Syrian translator who translated the 
Hebrew scriptures into Syriac.” 


The variant reading attributed by Theodore to the Syriac is 
actually an accurate translation of the original Hebrew, but he 
preferred the curious Septuagint rendering “‘beetle,”’ contending 
that the translation of the “Seventy” is more faithful to the 
Hebrew. 

It is in his commentary on the book of Psalms that Theo- 
dore’s excellence as a textual critic is made very apparent. He 
frequently introduced variant readings borrowed from Symma- 
chus, Aquila, and Theodotion. Theodore, as usual, followed the 
text of the Septuagint which stands as the basis of his study of 
the psalter, and apart from a certain number of instances in 
which he accorded equal probability to the readings of the other 
Greek versions of the Old Testament, the Mopsuestian did not 
seem to depart from the Alexandrian version.*° Theodore’s view 
of the Septuagint is, in a sense, summarized in his comparison of 
it with the other Greek version: 


Some exegetes, who do not care for the accuracy of the 
text, judging from the offhand clarity of Symmachus’ 
version deemed it to be superior. But if one paid atten- 
tion to the context as well as the mind of the scriptural 
text, he would never prefer another version other than 
that of the Seventy; not because they translated every- 
thing accurately—there are passages which they ren- 
dered very poorly, at times they failed, while the other 
translators carried it out with more clarity and consis- 
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tency—but because by a general comparison the Sev- 

enty are found to be surpassing the other versions even 

though they rendered much of the text in an unusual 
56 

way. 


Theodore relies on the Septuagint, not because it is thought 
to be an inspired translation, but because generally he assumed 
it was reliably close to the Hebrew text. And the Hebrew text is 
the authoritative text. The comparison of the text of the Septua- 
gint with those of Symmachus and Theodotion is made for the 
sake of clarity, and that comparison constituted the very first step 
toward an exact interpretation of the psalter. The variant read- 
ings quoted by Theodore, though not very important from the 
point of view of modern textual criticism, afford evidence of his 
steadfast intention to explain the literal meaning of the psalms as 
faithfully as possible. Theodore in his commentaries was con- 
cerned primarily with determining the text and then setting forth 
its literal exposition. Yet, even when all this has been said, Theo- 
dore’s textual criticism was often weak.*’ The Mopsuestian was 
not an eminent textual critic. In this only two fathers have dis- 
tinguished themselves. 

After the emendation of the sacred text, the next preliminary 
step that Theodore felt he should undertake for a better deter- 
mination of the literal meaning of the biblical text was to famil- 
iarize himself with the idiomatic expressions of the Greek Old 
Testament. He often drew attention to the difficulties of meaning 
arising from the unsatisfactory condition of the text which he was 
following. The peculiarities or the striking incongruities of the 
Septuagint were, he claimed, a reflection of the style and diction 
of the biblical authors.* A translation cannot reproduce the orig- 
inal accurately; and the Septuagint translators, in their attempt to 
render the “emphasis” of the original Hebrew, translated much 
of the text into idiomatic expressions.” In his constant care to 
expound the scriptures in terms of scripture rather than in terms 
of a pre-conceived theological system, he concentrated his atten- 
tion on linguistic details which he commonly classified under the 
formula ‘Hebraic idiom.”” He is reported to have written a book 
On the Obscure Style and Diction of the Bible.*' And in the com- 
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mentary on the book of Psalms he referred his readers to the 
“Hebraic peculiarities,” which he had catalogued and explained 
in the Introduction with which he prefaced this writing.” 

Generally speaking, the ‘““Hebrew idioms” are some peculiar 
expressions which are found in the LXX text; they recur so fre- 
quently that acquaintance with them was imperative. In most 
instances the obscurity of these expressions was due to the idio- 
matic phraseology of the original text of which the LXX transla- 
tors produced a rude and unpolished version. Theodore tried to 
make the meaning of the Greek text clearer by supplying com- 
ments intended to awaken the reader’s interest in the wealth of 
detail contained in the text and by suggesting appropriate gram- 
matical explanations. Lacking a knowledge of the Hebrew lan- 
guage, he nonetheless paid close attention to the mood of tenses 
and terminology of the LXX text. In doing so he believed that he 
could recapture the accurate meaning of the original. A few 
examples will illustrate his method. 

In his opinion Hebrew verbs are rich in conjugational forms 
but poor in tenses. Commenting upon Psalm 39:1 (H 40), Theo- 
dore made the following remark: 


This is also an idiomatic expression of sacred scripture 
when it wants to express the intensity of an action; just 
as it says: “The Lord chastening he chastened me” (Ps 
117:18), instead of saying the Lord has truly chastened 
me exceedingly; just so it says ‘“‘waiting I waited” 
instead of saying I waited continually.™ 


In two similar cases Theodore stated: 


The repetition of the same verb expresses intensity of 
action; this peculiar grammatical usage derives from a 
certain idiom of the Hebrew language.® 


Another grammatical usage peculiar to the Septuagint which 
Theodore singled out for special mention was its indiscriminate 
use of moods and tenses.°’ He frequently called attention to the 
fact that the translators of the Septuagint on several instances 
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failed to render the moods and tenses of the Hebrew verbs accu- 
rately. He was led to this conclusion by the sudden passing in a 
text from one tense to another. He referred to this grammatical 
usage as “‘interchange of tenses,” and considered it to be harmful 
to the sequence of thought and to exegesis. Theodore, in han- 
dling this grammatical problem, demonstrated a real exegetical 
ability which was remarkable for his day. Instead of glossing his 
text in order to simplify it, he maintained that in such cases the 
interpretation should be based on the sequence of thought. In 
commenting upon Psalm 36:13 (H 37:13) he said: 


Symmachus too interpreted the verbs according to the 
same sequence of thought, for it is evident that the 
change of tenses must be based on the interpretation; 
the Seventy translators instead of using the present tense 
used the future tense.” 


The interesting point about all this is not how Theodore 
resolved the indiscriminate use of tenses in the Septuagint (he did 
not always hit upon the correct aspect of the matter),” but rather 
the fact that he laid much emphasis on tracing the sequence of 
thought, a procedure which is also emphasized in modern her- 
meneutical principles. Theodore examined the sequence of 
thought carefully because he admitted that the language and 
thought of the biblical writers is full of difficulties and ambigui- 
ties, and an intimate knowledge of the Greek versions of the Old 
Testament was not in his judgment adequate for working out the 
arguments and intentions of its inspired authors.” He endeav- 
ored, therefore, to study the individual writers of the Bible, and 
to understand their language and intentions. He made it a part of 
his work as an expounder to point out what he considered to be 
the characteristics of the “scriptural idiom.’ Of Theodore’s 
careful attention to the language of the biblical writers there is 
abundant evidence. He repeatedly stops to explain the force of 
conjunctions and prepositions;” he takes notice of the punctua- 
tion, sometimes proposing a new arrangement which has the 
effect of modifying the construction of the sense; he points out 
an occasional use of a figure of speech.’ He is indefatigable in his 
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efforts to comprehend the precise meaning of words and phrases. 
Thus we find him supplying pertinent and often striking defini- 
tions of biblical terminology. A few examples will illustrate his 
treatment of the terminology peculiar to the Old Testament. 

In commenting on Psalm 73:11 (H 74:11) Theodore held 
that the Bible not infrequently styles God’s protective energy and 
power as his “hand’’;” this anthropomorphic expression is used 
by the biblical authors as a metaphor signifying the various activ- 
ities of God on behalf of or against his people.’’ On the other 
hand the expression “thy right hand” is used emphatically to 
denote the benevolent aid of God.’* Words such as “way,” 
“ways,” and “paths” denote conduct or God’s saving acts.”” The 
terms “flesh,” “soul,” and “heart” signify the human personal- 
ity.*° At times scripture uses the term “flesh” in order to designate 
that part of the human personality which is temporary and 
perishable.*! 

According to Theodore the biblical writers considered the 
“kidneys” to be the seat of man’s power and emotions.®* The 
word “bone” or “bones” means either physical force or weak- 
ness.*’ The term krima (judgment), which is always used by the 
Septuagint translators in order to render the Hebrew word mis- 
pat, means justice, and connotes the idea of an effort toward 
attaining religious and ethical perfection.** 

It was, however, in his exegetical rather than in his gram- 
matical and rhetorical treatment of the Bible that Theodore’s 
power chiefly showed itself. As Swete rightly says: ““Theodore’s 
interest in the language is professedly subordinate to his interest 
in the thought which it enshrines.’’®> Theodore’s exegesis itself is 
more suggestive and profound than the literary considerations 
and the critical assumptions which lie behind it. The Mopsues- 
tian approached the sacred text of the Bible as an interpretor who 
was seeking to unlock the treasures of its teachings. This is evi- 
dent in the Commentary on the Book of the Twelve in which 
Theodore was content with expounding the text verse by verse. 

The first task that the author set himself when interpreting a 
book of the Bible was to determine its subject matter. A carefully 
constructed introduction is prefixed to each volume of the minor 
prophets; not one of the psalms interpreted in his Commentary 
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on the Psalter is without such an introduction in which the sub- 
ject of the poem is set forth. These introductions deal with such 
questions as date, authorship, historical occasion, and the pur- 
pose of the biblical writing, and include a summary of the plan 
and perspective of the book. 

Conciseness is a second objective at which Theodore’s inter- 
pretation aimed. Thus, in interpreting Psalm | he remarked: 


So we ought with the Lord’s help to give attention 
throughout the writing to preserving the meaning. And 
if it be necessary in the consideration of matters which 
arise to explain anything at greater length, still we must 
not forget the brevity we have promised in the 
Introduction.** 


The search for the true meaning of the Old Testament 
through its grammatical and historical context must be the 
source and condition of all truly Christian interpretation and exe- 
gesis. What is nowadays styled the grammatico-historical inter- 
pretation of the Bible, namely its grammatical, logical, and his- 
torical meaning, Theodore designated by expressions such as: 
“the literal exegesis,’®’ “the truth of the saying according to its 
literal meaning,’ “the literal notion of the word,’ “the context 
indicates,” “the context of the language,’ “the historical inter- 
pretation of the psalms,”” “according to the historical testi- 
mony,” “the historical circumstances.” 

The foregoing expressions illustrate the esteem in which 
Theodore held the grammatico-historical interpretation of the 
Bible. In point of fact, in the field of patristic exegesis, no exegete, 
to our knowledge, stressed the principles of a rational exegesis 
with greater emphasis and universality than the bishop of Mop- 
suestia. He based his interpretation of the Bible on sound com- 
mon-sense principles, being opposed on the one hand to the alle- 
gorical method of which the Alexandrians were the great 
exemplars, and on the other to crude literalism. He studied and 
interpreted the Old Testament in the light of its literal, concep- 
tual, and historical environment. The Bible must be interpreted 
by the Bible. The business of the interpreter is to discover and 
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define what the hagiographer intends to express.” To this end the 
interpreter should be guided by means which biblical literature 
and biblical history put in his hand. The emphasis must always 
fall upon the internal evidence of the biblical text, and not upon 
the external evidence which was formulated by the ecclesiastical 
tradition, to which the patristic commentators had attached so 
much importance.” No expounder of the Bible has the right to 
read into it his personal ideas, nor should he be allowed to violate 
the meaning of the texts by introducing arbitrary comments in 
the interest of a pre-conceived or pre-established theological sys- 
tem.’’ The expounder who dares to distort the significance of a 
biblical text by giving it an arbitrary explanation exposes himself 
to the greatest danger in regard to the religious or saving value of 
the Bible.” Theodore castigated the fathers for their obscuring of 
the literal or historical meaning of the sacred text.” Even Chry- 
sostom was blamed;'® while of Origen and his followers, Theo- 
dore said that they distorted, by their dreams, the meaning of the 
biblical history and scripture together.'” 

Indeed, Theodore’s fundamental conceptions of biblical 
interpretation differed so sharply from those of the fathers who 
preceded him that we maintain he either had been influenced by 
currents of exegesis unknown to us or he evolved the exegetical 
tendencies of the Antiochian school to a marvelously full and free 
development. Of the members of the school of Antioch, Theo- 
dore, to our knowledge, is the only one who explicitly included 
all sorts of senses, whether metaphorical or symbolical, in the 
grammatico-historical interpretation.’ Anthropomorphisms 
were not regarded by him as enigmas; figurative speech or 
tropologia was also associated by him with the literal inter- 
pretation.'™ 

As noted above, Theodore’s views on these matters are not 
set forth in a formal hermeneutical essay; they are included in the 
course of his explanations of specific biblical texts. Throughout 
his commentaries he reminds us that the primary task of an inter- 
preter is to discover the literal meaning of the Bible. The literal 
sense, objectively understood, provides the highest and fullest 
meaning. An interpreter must avoid the extremes of crude liter- 
alism and fanciful allegorism.'™ In order to achieve this the inter- 
preter must be controlled by what is actually there. This involves 
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a comprehension of the biblical text and its context. In point of 
fact, Theodore pointed to the understanding of the context of a 
passage (akolouthia tou logou) as the most important single her- 
meneutical principle for the preservation and exposition of the 
biblical teaching. Consequently, the interpreter who attempts to 
speak about the biblical message must base his interpretation on 
the linguistic, philological, conceptual, and historical study of the 
context. The understanding of the passage in the light of its total 
context and background out of which it emerged, according to 
Theodore, provides the key principle to a valid exegesis. 

As we have already noted, intrinsically connected with 
Theodore’s regard for the literal and conceptual meaning of the 
scriptures is his effort to deal with the historical occasion and 
background which the texts suggest. This historical interest is 
prominent throughout; it is even to be found in his commentaries 
on the New Testament.'® He considered the Bible the only true 
source of history for which the world offers no real parallel 
because it emphasizes the historical continuity and developmen- 
tal growth of God’s saving acts in Israel and in Jesus Christ. The 
special revelation which the Old and the New Testament claim 
to declare was mediated through the long series of events of 
Hebrew history which culminated in Christ.'® According to 
Theodore, scripture is firmly grounded in history, and biblical 
revelation is based on events which have actually happened at a 
particular time and place in history, events of which the Bible is 
the record. Such a view of the biblical revelation impelled Theo- 
dore to interpret each book and passage in the Bible in the light 
of its historical background and its place in this continuity. 

Theodore’s reconstruction of the various historical contexts 
was based solely on biblical sources. His acquaintance with Jew- 
ish extra-biblical sources, however, seems to be pretty thorough; 
his use of Josephus and of the apocryphal 1 and 2 Maccabees 
resulted from his desire to describe Jewish religious and political 
life in Palestine under the Persians, Ptolemies, Seleucids, and 
Maccabeans.'” 

Theodore’s sense of biblical history as well as his interest in 
the historical context is attested in the following three methods: 

1. To each of his commentaries Theodore prefixed a general 
introduction in which he discussed each book of the Bible as a 
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whole. The authorship, date, and content were carefully studied." 
The actual motives and insights of the writers were investigated, 
and great care was displayed in placing the books in correct his- 
torical settings. '” 

2. In his commentary on the minor prophets Theodore pref- 
aced each book of the prophets with a prologue in which he care- 
fully argued that the biblical God is revealed in the vicissitudes 
of Israel’s history.''® In the great crises of Israel’s history, Theo- 
dore asserted, there arose a succession of prophets who pro- 
claimed to those who would listen what God was doing in the 
upheavals of their national life.!'' Under Theodore’s system of 
exegesis the prophetic literature is closely related to Hebrew his- 
tory, and the Old Testament prophets are set within the historical 
framework provided by their oracles.''? Theodore concluded that 
each prophet was called at a particular time to become an authen- 
tic herald of the divine revelation. The various stages of the rev- 
elation which were proclaimed by David through prediction are 
now cast by the prophets into the sequence of events contempo- 
raneous with themselves.''? Prophecy is firmly grounded in his- 
tory; and prophetic insight arises from the illumination of the 
human mind by the spirit of God as that mind wrestles with the 
problem of interpreting God’s will in the midst of the concrete 
historical situation: 


The blessed prophets Hosea, Joel, Amos, and Micah 
addressed their sayings to the entire nation of Israel, 
both to the ten tribes whose reigning city was Samaria, 
and likewise to the tribe of Judah and the inhabitants of 
Jerusalem. They denounced the people for their reli- 
gious sins and for the moral transgressions which they 
were committing in many ways. And they also added to 
these sayings the list of impending evils which would 
come if the people continued to be unrepentant over 
their sins; I mean the disaster of the ten tribes which was 
caused by the Assyrians, and the events which happened 
to the tribe of Judah at the hands of the Babylonians 
later,'!* 

The prophet Obadiah spoke about the punishments 
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to be inflicted upon the Idumaeans after the return from 
the exile. Jonah, the prophet, threatened Nineveh with 
destruction if its citizens did not refrain from their wick- 
edness. The blessed Nahum heralded Nineveh’s imme- 
diate fall and the destruction of the entire Assyrian king- 
dom by the Babylonians. 

Habakkuk and Zephaniah, the blessed prophets, 
were contemporaries, and they preached after the ten 
tribes were taken by the Assyrians into exile, while 
Judah was left alone. They both denounced Judah and 
Jerusalem for their religious sins and transgressions and 
at the same time proclaimed that the punishment of 
the people by God through the Babylonians was 
imminent.''° 

Zechariah was a contemporary of Haggai; he began 
prophesying, according to the testimony of the sacred 
book, in the second year of Darius; he started his pro- 
phetic ministry after the return of the Israelites from 
Babylon to Judah. When Cyrus, who was the first Per- 
sian ruler to reign over Persia and Media simultane- 
ously, allowed the Israelites to return to their homeland, 
a sizeable number of them returned to Jerusalem and 
Judah, and they laid the cornerstone of the temple and 
they erected an altar in it. Since the completion of the 
construction was interrupted partly on account of the 
wickedness of their enemies and partly on account of 
their own sluggishness, Haggai, the blessed prophet, 
induced the people to begin rebuilding the temple.'"® 

Malachi is a post-exilic prophet who preached after 
Haggai and Zechariah. The prophet Malachi denounces 
both the priests and the people; the priests are criticized 
for offering defective sacrifices and the laymen are 
denounced for their many transgressions.'"” 


Theodore, by setting each prophet upon the successive stages 
of Israel’s national life, demonstrated that Israel’s prophetic lit- 
erature developed in closest relation to Israel’s eventful history. 
He held to the belief that Old Testament prophecy becomes fully 
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intelligible only when one sees the prophets as the interpreters of 
God’s will in the midst of the concrete historical circumstances 
of their own day. The prophets expounded the problems of their 
day not sub specie aeternitatis, but under the guidance of the bib- 
lical God who illuminated their minds and shaped their messages 
in order that they might explain Israel’s destiny to their 
countrymen. 

3. As his commentaries developed, Theodore was careful 
never to break the thread of historical continuity. His determi- 
nation to give a precise rendering of the grammatico-historical 
sense frequently led him to undertake an excursus into biblical 
history,''® or to recall the historical situation underlying particu- 
lar texts.''? No historical or geographical data could go unnoticed; 
great stress was laid upon historical facts and events suggested by 
the texts. This historical interest often led Theodore to recon- 
struct the specific historical context in light of the total witness 
of biblical history. Here are some examples which illustrate 
Theodore’s resolve to explain the historical sense of the Bible as 
faithfully as possible: 

a. With regard to Psalm 76:67-68, Theodore taught that “the 
tent of Joseph” and the “tribe of Ephraim”? mean the same thing 
because Ephraim was Joseph’s son. The tribe of Ephraim rebelled 
against the tribe of Judah several times; even during the time of 
David the revolt was led by a certain Sheba (2 Sam 20:1ff), but 
the revolt ended through the efforts of a wise woman. Following 
the division of the united monarchy Ephraim was the leading 
power of the northern kingdom because it was the largest and 
strongest among the ten tribes. Its permanent capital city was 
Samaria.'”° 

b. According to Theodore, “Tarshish” is used several times 
in the Old Testament in association with ships, trade, and ports. 
There were apparently several Tarshish cities built on the sea- 
shore, and so the ships of Solomon sailed to Tarshish for trading. 
Theodore concluded his comments on Tarshish by saying that 
some exegetes have identified it with Tarsus just because both 
sound alike, and others with Rhodes; he held that to argue over 
unknown cities is a superfluous minuteness.!”! 

c. Theodore observed that Obadiah’s oracles were addressed 
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to Edom, that Esau was the great ancestor of the Edomites, and 
that their attitude toward the Judeans was unfriendly from the 
days of Jacob. He noted that in the Old Testament the Edomites 
also are called “‘sons of Edom” or “Idumaeans.””!” 

d. According to Theodore, the oracle in Amos 4:1-3 recalls 
the moral and social conditions of Samaria in the days of Ahab. 
The frivolous and corrupted life of the ladies of Samaria in the 
days of Amos was similar to that of Jezebel, who lived in the 
same city a century earlier. They took advantage of their hus- 
bands to oppress the poor and the needy; they acted like kine of 
Bashan. The region of Bashan is famous for its fertile land and 
its wild and untamed kine.'” 

e. Cyrus was the founder of the Persian empire who defeated 
Media and reigned over Persia and Media. After the conquest of 
Babylon he allowed the Israelites to return to their homeland 
Judah and Jerusalem. The Israelites suffered little if at all under 
the Persian rule. Cyrus is called messiah not because he was 
really anointed but because he was an instrument in the hand of 
God, carrying out his judgment in human affairs. Darius I was 
the fourth king who ascended upon Cyrus’ throne.'” 

f. Theodore regarded Joel 1:4 as a prediction uttered in a 
highly figurative expression. The oracle does not deal with four 
different and actual locust plagues, devouring all the produce of 
the Judean fields, but with four dreadful national crises which 
were to be caused by four foreign rulers. He identified the four 
invasions of the insects with the campaigns of Tiglath-pileser, 
Shalmaneser, Sennacherib, and Nebuchadnezzar.'’** Most mod- 
ern exegetes prefer the literal interpretation of the text, and they 
consider the devastations wrought by the plagues of locusts as 
historical incidents.'”° Patristic commentators, however, favored 
the symbolical interpretation. Jerome, for example, identified the 
four invasions of the insects with the expeditions of Shalmaneser, 
Nebuchadnezzar, Antiochus Epiphanes, and the Romans.'”’ In 
this respect Theodore’s interpretation is more sober and certainly 
more faithful to the history of the Old Testament because he 
insisted on casting the prophetic message into the sequence of 
events against which the prophets prophesied. 

g. In his commentary on the minor prophets Theodore fre- 
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quently mentioned the attack of Gog’s hordes against restored 
Israel. The invasion of Palestine by Gog and all his hosts, accord- 
ing to Theodore, took place in the post-exilic period; the defeat 
of this foe was achieved either by the God of Israel without the 
collaboration of a Davidic prince or by Judah under the leader- 
ship of Zerubbabel.'” It is in relationship to those prophetic ora- 
cles (JI 2; Zech 9-14), which modern critics regard as late apoc- 
alyptic interpolations, that Theodore advanced his reflections on 
the mysterious personage of Gog. Although Theodore never 
quoted Ezekiel, nevertheless his theories on Gog seem to be influ- 
enced by Ezekiel 38-39, and particularly by Ezekiel’s dictum in 
38:17 which emphasizes the fact that the coming of Gog was 
repeatedly foretold by God through his servants, the prophets. 
Finally, Theodore associated Gog with the Scythians, in collab- 
oration with whom he invaded Judea. Gog was not, of course, 
the sole chieftain of the Scythians but only the leading force 
within their tribal alliance. 

Still further examples could be quoted to illustrate Theo- 
dore’s sense of biblical history. These illustrations bear witness 
to his high regard for biblical history and give us data for evalu- 
ating his treatment of the historical material. Generally speaking, 
Theodore possessed a good background in biblical history and 
attempted to interpret the events of Israel’s history in the light of 
his understanding of God’s purpose in history. The Christian 
interpretation of revelation, in Theodore’s view, derives from the 
Bible, which is essentially a book of history dealing with the acts 
of a covenanted God. 

An examination of Theodore’s exegetical method would be 
incomplete without a brief consideration of his teaching on Old 
Testament typology.'” To begin with, typological interpretation 
of the Bible was approved by Theodore, but he was hesitant in 
applying the method.'® In contradistinction to the Alexandri- 
ans,'*' the Mopsuestian regarded very few of the events of the Old 
Testament as types of the historical realities contained in the 
New Testament. In his commentary on the book of Jonah, Theo- 
dore found an occasion to evolve his theory on Old Testament 
typology. In point of fact the prologue he prefixed to this com- 
mentary is an essay on typology.'* His teaching can be summa- 


THEODORE AS A CHRISTIAN EXEGETE 131 


rized as follows: typology is not an interpretation of biblical texts 
but an historical comparison of events. It is the external corre- 
spondence of the events themselves in the two Testaments that 
has to be compared and brought forward. Not every event of the 
Old Testament has its correspondence or imitation in the New 
Testament. Yet there are only certain events in the Old Testa- 
ment which can be looked upon as the types of certain New Tes- 
tament events. Theodore seems to have been opposed to those 
exegetes who stressed the esoteric and mystical correspondence 
between the type and the event rather than their external parallels 
and similarities. In Theodore’s view no New Testament event is 
prefigured in the Old Testament in all its fullness, not even Christ 
himself. “‘For it is evident,” Theodore asserted, “that every single 
type has some sort of imitation toward that which is said to be 
its type.” !*? Typological interpretation must be related strictly to, 
and founded upon, the external similarities of the biblical events 
themselves. Besides, the authority of the typological interpreta- 
tion must be supported by a New Testament proof-text. The 
result of this rigorous method for Theodore was a drastic limi- 
tation of the “types” in both Testaments. Contrary to the prac- 
tices of many of his contemporaries who were prone to be extrav- 
agant in typology, Theodore refused to recognize more than three 
“types” which satisfied the strict criteria stipulated by him: 

a. The sprinkling of the doorpost with blood by the Israelites 
on the eve of the exodus and the liberation from the Egyptian 
bondage typified our redemption from death and sin by Christ’s 
blood. As proof-texts Theodore cited 1 Corinthians 10:11 and 
Hebrews 9:13.'¥ 

b. The brazen serpent in the wilderness was a “type” of our 
Lord’s conquest of death and the benefits derived from it. The 
legitimacy of this typology was based upon John 3:14.'* 

c. Jonah’s incarceration in the great fish and his mission is a 
type which illustrated Christ’s entombment and resurrection and 
his summons of mankind to salvation. The miracles recorded in 
Jonah had been cited by Jesus in the New Testament (Mt 12:40- 
Ales 

Throughout his discussion of typology Theodore returned 
tediously to the idea that, in spite of the resemblances existing 
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between the types and the antetypes, the types of the New Tes- 
tament are infinitely superior to the antetypes of the Old 
Testament. 
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Chapter Six 


OLD TESTAMENT 
MESSIANIC EXPECTATIONS 
AS INTERPRETED BY 
THEODORE OF MOPSUESTIA 


As far back in the Church’s kerygma as we can penetrate on 
the basis of the New Testament documents, it becomes evident 
that the early Christian evangelists and teachers did not hesitate 
to interpret the Old Testament as being prophetic of Christ. The 
primitive apostolic kerygma, much of which can be found in the 
various parts of the New Testament, is punctuated by citations 
from the Old Testament which are introduced by early Christian 
biblical scholars with the formulae “according to the scriptures,” 
“this is that which was spoken by the prophet,” and “thus it is 
written.” These formulae draw attention to the fact that the early 
church was convinced that all the events of Christ’s public min- 
istry were predicted in the Old Testament, and that the procla- 
mation of the gospel is “‘according to the scriptures.” In the var- 
ious parts of the New Testament we have a theological system 
based upon this tenet. 

The question as to whether New Testament writers drew 
their Old Testament citations from a recognized anthology of iso- 
lated and disconnected proof-texts or from larger sections of the 
Old Testament scriptures lies beyond the scope of the present 
study.’ 

In adopting this use of the Old Testament, Christian evan- 
gelists were merely following the example of the primitive church 
in the years immediately before the New Testament was com- 
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mitted to writing. The early church was committed, by the very 
nature of its kerygma, to thorough and extensive biblical research 
for the purpose of justifying its own faith in Jesus the messiah, 
and also for the purpose of converting the Jews to this faith. The 
concept of “fulfillment”? appears to dominate the early Christian 
interpretation of the gospel events in relation to their antecedents 
in the history of Israel. In adopting this conception the Christian 
thinkers of the pre-literary period appealed not only to select por- 
tions of the Old Testament prophecy but also to the “psalms of 
David.” Such a way of interpreting the Old Testament, out of 
which the ground-plan of New Testament theology was devel- 
oped, unquestionably antedated Paul’s conversion (cf. 1 Cor 
15:3) and may possibly be traced back to the Lord himself.’ In 
the New Testament the risen Christ is reported to have consid- 
ered the psalms as prophetic oracles having a far deeper meaning 
than Jewish readers had suspected (Lk 24:24—45), and he also is 
reported to have interpreted Psalm 110 as applying to an 
unnamed messiah.’ In harmony with this kind of interpretation 
of the psalter the task of the primitive church was the search of 
the Old Testament for testimonies about incidents in Jesus’ 
earthly life and career.* The authors of the New Testament filled 
their writings with Old Testament messianic quotations, drawn 
particularly from Isaiah and the psalter. In doing so, New Tes- 
tament writers believed they could discern, by consulting the rec- 
ord of God’s dealings with his people in scripture, “the determi- 
nate counsel and foreknowledge of God” which was fulfilled in 
the gospel facts.” One of the Old Testament books most often 
quoted by the New Testament authors was the book of Psalms. 
Several psalms were employed by the early church in a messianic 
sense. A similar usage of the psalms was common among the 
church fathers. 

The church fathers, basing their arguments on the authority 
of the manifold testimonies of the New Testament documents, 
ascribed the authorship of the entire psalter or the greater part of 
it to David, and they interpreted the cult-lyrics of the public wor- 
ship of ancient Israel as prophetic and messianic oracles through 
which David the king-prophet foretold the coming of the mes- 
siah, his kingdom, his priesthood, his suffering, and his glorifi- 
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cation.® The veneration in which early church fathers held David, 
the psalmist, reappears in the writings of the Christian commen- 
tators of the fourth and fifth centuries. Whether we read the Latin 
or the Greek commentaries of the fathers on the book of Psalms, 
we are struck at once by how much Christianity they could find 
in the psalter. By using an arbitrary christological typology or 
allegory in interpreting each psalm the fathers could claim that 
in the psalter David revealed all the events recorded in the New 
Testament.’ Augustine’s explanation of Psalm 59: 


It is difficult for one to find in the psalms any utterance 
except those of Christ and the church, or of Christ only, 
or of the church only, inasmuch as we belong to both.® 


The christological interpretation of the psalter was thus 
securely established in the patristic literature; nevertheless a vig- 
orous reaction against this sort of exegesis made itself manifest 
in Theodore of Mopsuestia’s commentary on the book of Psalms. 
In it the Mephasqana followed an interpretive approach which 
differed sharply from that of his predecessors and contemporar- 
ies.” This marked difference is seen clearly in Theodore’s ten- 
dency to eliminate the messianic element in the psalms by repu- 
diating the conventional views concerning the psalter as a 
repository of christological information for the exegetes and 
theologians. 

In dealing with the psalmic testimonia or proof-texts which 
had been applied to Jesus the Messiah by the New Testament 
writers, Theodore demonstrated a marked originality that was 
strikingly novel for his day and at the same time in agreement 
with several tenets of modern biblical scholarship. His teaching 
on this very subject may be indicated by a consideration of the 
points stated in his commentary. 

In the opinion of Theodore, David, the author of the psalter, 
anticipated the future vicissitudes of his people in history 
through an extraordinary illumination of his mind by God’s 
Spirit.'° It was only, however, in the prophetic psalms that God 
revealed to David the fullness of Israel’s destiny in history.'! In 
David’s prophetic contemplation of time and history there is no 
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messianic element involved. The range of David’s telescopic 
view of Israel’s consummation in history covered only the main 
events from the era of Solomon to the Maccabean insurrections. !” 
David’s “prophetic psalms” in their scope and perspective are 
thoroughly theocentric and Israelitic, and not messianic. The 
psalmic passages used by the New Testament writers which have 
a messianic connotation lent themselves to this use, not because 
they were messianic, but because their phraseology and the rich 
meaning and symbolism contained in them supported analogous 
spiritual conditions in Christian revelation. This point is elo- 
quently affirmed in Theodore’s commentary on the psalter. In 
commenting upon Psalm 68:22 (H 69:22) he made the following 
point (much of which could be endorsed by many modern Old 
Testament students): 


The evangelist made use of this text as referring to the 
Lord (Mk 15:35; Jn 19:29), and the Lord himself applied 
the utterance “‘the zeal for thy house shall eat me up”’ to 
himself;’* the blessed Paul, on the other hand, talking 
about the Jews, quoted from the same psalm the text, 
“Let their table be made a snare, and a trap, and a stum- 
bling block, etc.’’;'* and finally the blessed Peter, speak- 
ing about Judah, quoted the utterance, ‘‘Let his habita- 
tion be made desolable”;’* although the circumstances 
for each case have been entirely different. Shall we say 
that this psalm must be understood to speak at one 
moment of those people, at another of him, and at 
another moment of somebody else? No, the psalmic 
utterances in question are referring to the apostatized 
Jews and reproach their ingratitude. But the use of 
the testimonies has been applied to analogous cir- 
cumstances.’ 


Openly reacting against those who claimed that the recita- 
tion of a psalmic text by Jesus Christ himself was sufficient evi- 
dence of its messianic character, Theodore maintained that the 
practice of Jesus means nothing else but a free and at the same 
time perfectly coherent accommodation of the original psalmic 
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text for the purpose of expressing a similar predicament which 
the psalmist confronted long before Christ. The surprising thing 
about all this is that Theodore advanced this interpretation when 
he was dealing with Psalm 21 (H 22), which is regarded even by 
the gospel writers as a clear foretelling of the crucified messiah: 


Those commentators who claim that this psalm is 
related to the person of Christ ought to know that they 
can be accused of recklessness because the second half 
of the opening saying of the psalm does not allow such 
an interpretation. How could Christ ever speak of his 
sins? 

There is no doubt that the Lord pronounced the 
opening words of the psalm when he was hanging on the 
cross in order to express his passion as well as his sub- 
mission to his Father’s will; but this does not mean nec- 
essarily that the psalm is related to him. Actually he 
does not use the words as if they had been accomplished 
by him; but only in the sense that during the turmoil of 
his pathos he found the occasion to use them in a right 
way, because they fit suitably to all pious men whenever 
they find themselves in the agony of suffering."’ 


A similar statement came from Theodore’s pen when com- 
menting on Psalm 30:6 (H 31:5), which text, according to Luke’s 
narrative (23:46), Jesus adopted and applied to himself at the 
moment of his death. In the author’s opinion the central idea in 
the entire psalm is God’s judgment upon the hostile powers 
which precipitated the Babylonian captivity; and, therefore, the 
utterance “into thy hand I commit my spirit,” quoted by the 
Lord as his final words spoken from the cross, could not be a 
messianic oracle, as several commentators have claimed, but 
rather a simple and meaningful expression which Jesus applied 
to himself. In quoting this psalmic utterance all that Jesus meant 
was that he was committing his soul to his Father before the res- 
urrection of his body.'® 

More striking still is the approach that Theodore took with 
regard to those psalmic texts which are cited in the Pauline writ- 
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ings and the epistle to the Hebrews. Theodore, being aware of the 
fact that the work and mission of Christ are interpreted in 
the Pauline writings by categories derived from the pages of the 
Hebrew scriptures, advanced the theory that the isolated texts 
quoted by Paul should not be regarded as prophetic oracles 
accomplished in the experiences of the early church, but rather 
as proof-texts for the advancement of his own theology.'’ Paul 
was not searching in the psalter, Theodore asserted, for christo- 
logical prophecies but for arguments and testimonies that would 
support on the one hand his polemic against the Jews, and, on 
the other, the scheme of his doctrinal system by basing it upon 
unimpeachable scriptural evidence.” The psalmic texts quoted 
by Paul are excellent adaptations, convenient illustrations, and 
suitable transpositions to conform his own theological purpose. 
In brief, it is by a simple accommodation of the original at the 
cost of a slight twist that Paul has applied these texts to new cir- 
cumstances which, however, were not without resemblance to 
those envisaged by the psalmist.”! Paul’s example was also prac- 
ticed by the Christian lecturers and preachers. From the very 
beginning of the church preachers quoted the Bible in their ser- 
mons, and the theologians cited biblical texts in supporting their 
doctrinal viewpoints.” The example set by the New Testament 
writers and the earlier fathers still goes on; our writings and ser- 
mons presuppose and often quote from the books of the Bible. 
Scriptural references are often used to suit the cast of our theo- 
logical thought: 


Paul did not make‘use of this biblical quotation as if it 
had been uttered prophetically, but because the sayings 
of David concerning those who had fallen morally fitted 
comprehensively into this subject. Similarly, we Chris- 
tian writers, even today, are still practicing the same 
procedure; we quote in our writings biblical passages 
which are coherently adapted in order to suit the cast of 
our theological thought. So did Paul. However, that 
psalm had not been communicated to David as a proph- 
ecy concerning all humanity; this becomes evident 
when he says, “Have all the workers of iniquity no 
knowledge, who eat up my people as they eat bread?” 
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With regard to Psalm 15:10 (H 16:10), which is quoted by 
Peter (Acts 2:31) as a messianic text, Theodore made a statement 
which throws further light on how he dealt with the psalmic 
proof-texts: 


It must be noted here that the blessed apostle Peter is 
reported in the book of Acts to have used the sayings of 
this psalm as if they had been spoken about Christ. 
However, it must be made known that even in Acts this 
psalmic utterance is understood by Peter as it was 
understood by the psalmist. In Acts, of course, the 
psalmic text is quoted with a more stimulating force and 
in accordance with its true signification. What I mean is 
that this psalmic utterance as far as its verbal literalism 
is concerned has received its issuance in the Lord 
Christ. The apostle applied this biblical testimony to the 
Lord Christ because the issuance of the new circum- 
stances had pronounced it more fittingly suited to him.” 


The argument of the two foregoing quotations represents a 
view of interpretation which merits consideration in its own 
right. It suggests that the New Testament writers in quoting cer- 
tain texts from the Hebrew psalter manifest a considerable free- 
dom of selection. The selection of the proof-texts is not based on 
a mechanical or artificial process of bringing together detached 
and isolated citations having accidental or verbal resemblances 
with certain gospel facts; rather it is based upon a carefully cal- 
culated method of accommodation and transposition. The 
method of accommodation as applied in the New Testament, 
while recognizing the original meaning of the psalmic texts, nev- 
ertheless transposed them into a new and fresh situation of Chris- 
tian revelation and doctrine. Thus, it provided for the New Tes- 
tament writers a scriptural sub-stratum upon which they both 
built and tested the authority and the validity of their theological 
constructions. Such accommodation into a new setting involves 
a certain shift from the original meaning of the passage, and at 
the same time implies a kind of expansion of the historical con- 
text of the ancient Hebrew poem; yet, the accommodation of the 
psalmic texts is applied in such a manner as to fit suitably into 
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the cast of thought of the New Testament writers. In the appli- 
cation of scriptural texts to their doctrinal system most of the 
Christian theologians followed practically the same method. 
They interpreted and applied the scriptural texts upon the basis 
of a certain theological understanding, which is substantially that 
of the theologians themselves. 

Finally, the psalmic proof-texts or testimonia should not be 
considered as a kind of pious messianic foreknowledge which 
found its exact accomplishment in the life and destiny of Jesus, 
but as meaningful scriptural utterances which in their literalness 
fitted suitably with the events of his earthly life. There is here a 
principle of interpretation which expounds the texts not in accor- 
dance with the whole context of the original, but in accordance 
with the meaning of the gospel facts. 

Such a line of reasoning, which was otherwise absent from 
the writings of ancient Christian commentators, was not bound, 
however, to be pressed by Theodore to its logical outcome. The 
objective and unorthodox treatment of the psalmic testimonies 
about Jesus advocated by Theodore should logically have led 
him to the rejection of the so-called messianic psalms. But Theo- 
dore never took this step. In his endeavor to investigate the Bible 
through a critical approach, Theodore’s mind was limited by his 
own age in many respects. While he betrayed an anxiety to elim- 
inate the messianic references in the psalter, that did not prevent 
him from committing himself to the belief that the Hebrew psal- 
ter includes “some special psalms” which he understood to be 
direct prophecies of the incarnation and the church.”* He limited 
these “special psalms” to Psalms 2, 8, 45, and 110. 

How did Theodore come to justify the presence of some 
christological psalms in the psalter? The answer is not found in 
his commentary. Presumably, he had discussed the case in the 
introduction to his commentary on the book of Psalms, which 
unfortunately has been lost. It is probably the New Testament 
usage that best explains Theodore’s view regarding the deeper 
meaning and interpretation of Psalms 2 and 110.”° Both are often 
quoted in the New Testament where they are given a prophetic 
and messianic interpretation.”’ As for the interpretation of Psalm 
8 in the New Testament there is an established tradition which 
applied this psalm, at least by implication, to the Son of man, 
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Jesus Christ.” Hence we must conclude that it was the New Tes- 
tament usage of this psalm, as well as its highly imaginative 
phraseology and thought, that led Theodore to interpret it as a 
prophetic oracle perceiving the deep mystery of the incarnation 
and the homo assumptus.”? However, Theodore’s interpretation 
as applied in his commentary is strange to the original meaning 
of this Hebrew hymn because the most distinctive elements in it 
are the majesty and glory of God as revealed in the calm of an 
oriental night, and the place of man in the scheme of creation. 

Theodore’s exposition of Psalm 45 makes it clear that the 
secular language of this ancient royal wedding song presented to 
him serious interpretive difficulties and many related and sub- 
ordinate problems. He devoted much thought and concern to the 
matter. Theodore’s argument for a christological exposition may 
be briefly summarized: contrary to the current Jewish interpre- 
tation which read Psalm 45 as a nuptial song written by David to 
be sung at Solomon’s wedding, we, the Christian commentators, 
must maintain that the imagery is altogether too exalted, and the 
thought too peculiar to suit a royal epithalamium song. David, 
who was one of the greatest personalities of the Old Testament, 
could not have written such a secular song celebrating the mar- 
riage of an earthly king. A literal interpretation of this psalm will 
make it look like a joke or mockery. The only way out of this 
predicament is to “spiritualize” the whole content of the psalm, 
and then interpret it as a prophetic metaphor. The psalm is more 
than a love canticle celebrating the sumptuous nuptials of an 
ancient Israelitic king; it is written in the prophetic style and 
spirit. According to Theodore, it is a prophecy of Christ and his 
church. Consequently, we need not bewilder ourselves with fruit- 
less attempts to identify the “king” with an earthly monarch (Sol- 
omon or Hezekiah), and the “queen” with a mortal princess, but 
we may at once see our Savior wedded to his bride, the church, 
in these adoring words of the psalm. Prophecy is here clothed 
with “spiritual metaphor.”*° 

Theodore’s interpretation of Psalm 45 was inconsistent and 
irreconcilable with the main lines of his exegetical method and 
analysis. He had insisted that Old Testament literature be inter- 
preted and investigated in the light of its own literal, conceptual, 
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and historical context, without recourse to allegory. However, in 
the case of Psalm 45 he tried to prove its christological nature 
from the allegory itself, but only under the excuse of “spiritual 
metaphor.” The Mopsuestian is neither the first nor the last bib- 
lical scholar who has been forced to compromise his guiding 
methodology and basic presuppositions. The esteem in which he 
held David would not allow him to accept his hallowed hero as 
a rhapsodist and entertainer composing wedding songs. With his 
emphasis on grammar and literalism, the secularism of the psalm 
forced Theodore to sacrifice irrationally his method of interpre- 
tation on the altar of allegory. After all Psalm 45 was interpreted 
messianically in the Targum,” the epistle to the Hebrews (1:8-9), 
and the Peshitta.*” 


MESSIANIC PROPHECIES 


Another way to study Theodore’s interpretation of the Old 
Testament may be found in his treatment of Hebrew prophetic 
literature. In the traditional scheme of Christian apologetics the 
“argument from prophecy” has played a significant part from the 
apostolic age to the present. The argument from prophecy in its 
traditional form laid stress upon the literal fulfillment of messi- 
anic prediction, and as such it goes back to the New Testament 
itself. In Old Testament prophecy, it was commonly thought, the 
Christian could prove that the advent of Jesus the messiah had 
been predicted, that in many incidents of Jesus’ birth and public 
ministry, and in the subsequent outpouring of the Spirit, the 
ancient prophetic oracles had been fulfilled. In the words of A. 
Harnack: 


A glance at the early Christian writers, and especially at 
the apologists, reveals the prominent and indeed the 
commanding role played by the argument from proph- 
ecy, and this argument could only be led by means of 
the Old Testament.” 


From the first century onward the demonstration of the wit- 
ness of Old Testament prophecy to the truth of Christ by means 
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of prediction and fulfillment became commonplace among 
Christian theologians and teachers. 

There is no section of the Old Testament literature which 
has been so much abused at the hands of patristic writers as the 
so-called “messianic passages.” The fathers in reading the pro- 
phetic writings were seeking above all things an Old Testament 
christology. The orthodox assumption underlying this argument 
from prophecy in terms of prediction and fulfillment was 
grounded in the belief that both Testaments form one single sav- 
ing Testament, given by one God by means of one Lord;* and 
that the prophets in their oracles contemplated the mysteries of 
Christ before their accomplishment.* But since in the prophetic 
literature the passages which are clearly and unequivocally mes- 
sianic comprise but a small part of the whole, the fathers were 
tempted to read in the remainder of the literature a christology 
which the oracles themselves do not imply, and of which the 
authors were completely unaware. To attain this end, the fathers 
relied on a method of exegesis which has in modern times been 
given the convenient name “christological allegory” or “christo- 
logical typology.” By the application of this exegetical principle 
the actual history of Israel’s prophetic movement loses its valid- 
ity as an eventful history in Israel’s life drama, and we are 
expected to see as the true meaning of these facts nothing but 
Christ, his new covenant, his cross, his resurrection, and the 
founding of his church. The way was thus early paved for the 
classic doctrine which Augustine was to formulate in the follow- 
ing epigrammatic statement: 


Prophecy without any understanding of Christ was only 
water.... Read all the prophetical books omitting 
Christ, what will you find so insipid and meaningless? 
Understand Christ there and not only is your reading 
full of savor but also inebriating, diverting the mind 
from the body so that forgetting the past you strain for- 
ward to the future.* 


Christian traditionalism in regard to this argument from 
prophecy was not accepted without opposition in the history of 
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patristic literature. It was seriously challenged and modified by 
Theodore of Mopsuestia. The bishop of Mopsuestia, again, has 
some suggestive and original views on the subject; and among 
early Christian commentators he gives a different approach to 
the issue, an approach clear and intelligible and one which at 
several points anticipates the views of modern critical biblical 
scholarship. 

In the first place, while Theodore’s conception of prophecy 
seems to be one of foretelling the future, he nevertheless showed 
little if any interest in understanding and interpreting the phe- 
nomenon of prophecy as a religious institution whose primary 
mission was to predict, in a series of particular oracles or verses, 
the mysteries of the messianic times and their fulfillment in the 
events of the New Testament. As a matter of fact, he demon- 
strated, as his extant writings indicate, a remarkable ability to 
free himself from the conventional preconceptions of Christian 
traditionalism and return to an historical view of the prophet and 
his teaching. Theodore argued that every prophecy has a “situa- 
tion-conditioned” nature because each was given in a particular 
circumstance of Israelitic history. The primary meaning and 
application of such prophecies has to do with the prophet’s time 
and the immediate future.*’ Theodore insisted that there was no 
necessary or obvious double reference in Hebrew prophecy and 
that each oracle had but one sense and meaning. In point of fact, 
he was astonished at those theologians and exegetes who diverted 
their attention from the plain meaning of the text and searched 
for strange notions; such an interpretation, he exclaimed, is the 
utmost folly, since it drags the texts in different directions and 
makes prophecy look like strange uncouth utterances.® 

Secondly, he firmly refused to allow that the Son-Logos and 
the Holy Ghost were revealed as separate persons and Aypostases 
to the prophets; and in addition, he maintained that no prophet 
spoke concerning Christ in a direct predictive oracle.*® The fol- 
lowing passage clarifies Theodore’s view: 


We learned from the holy books of the prophets to shake 
off from us all the aberrations of pagans, whose gods are 
different and numerous, and to believe that Divine 
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nature which ought to be called God and Lord is one, 
because He alone is from eternity and is the cause of 
everything. ... This is the reason why we say that there 
is only one God as the blessed prophets taught us... . 
Beyond this they did not teach us anything clearly. The 
doctrine concerning the Father and the Son was kept (to 
be promulgated) by Christ our Lord, who taught His dis- 
ciples that which was unknown before and was not 
revealed to men, and ordered them to teach it to others 
also in saying to them plainly: ‘Go ye and teach all 
nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father, and 
of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost’. As the blessed Moses 
said when he promulgated his doctrine: ‘The Lord, thy 
God is one Lord’—a doctrine that was taught and 
handed down by all the prophets—so Christ our Lord 
gave his teaching in the name of the Father, of the Son, 
and of the Holy Ghost, but did not say what we had to 
learn and to teach others concerning the Lord and God, 
as this had been clearly done by the prophets. He 
ordered his disciples to teach all the nations that which 
was lacking to make the teaching of the prophets 
perfect.” 


According to Theodore, then, the Old Testament prophets 
were teachers of monotheism, preachers ofa true religious knowl- 
edge, interpreters of the purpose of God in history,"! and reveal- 
ers of the nature and character of God: 


In this way the teaching of the Old Testament is in har- 
mony with the teaching of the New Testament, and the 
words which the prophets uttered concerning God are 
not foreign nor contradictory to those which Christ our 
Lord delivered to the Gentiles through the apostles, as 
his words are in full harmony with the true knowledge 
of religion according to the teaching of the prophets. 
Through the prophets we only understood God and the 
being to whom an uncreated nature belongs, but the 
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teaching of our Lord Jesus Christ gave us also with cer- 
tainty the persons in whom is divine nature.” 


In Theodore’s view Old Testament prophecy, taken as a 
whole and on its own merits and terms, does not present Christ 
to us; it rather prepares the way for, and leads the way to, Christ. 
Actually, not only prophecy but the entire movement of the 
Spirit of God within Israel, as it is represented in the old cove- 
nant, served as a shadow, sign, and symbol in the preparation of 
the new covenant: 


He who rules over the Old and the New Testaments is 
one and the same God, the Lord and Maker of all cre- 
ation; looking toward a single providential purpose he 
accordingly dispensed both in the former and in the 
latter, 


In another passage Theodore clarifies his position on this 
relationship: 


The words of the New Testament concerning Christ 
were found in the prophets of the Old Testament; they 
were indeed found in the prophets as a symbol and a 
sign whereby the Jews expected Christ to appear to them 
as a man, but none of them was aware of the divinity of 
the Only Begotten Son—the Word-God.“ 


These quotations show that for Theodore, Christ is not the 
Lord of both Testaments, but God himself: and the old and the 
new dispensations are not identical forming together a single sav- 
ing Testament given by one God by means of the Lord Christ, 
but two distinct phases of revelation initiated by God himself for 
the purpose of furthering his saving acts in Israel and in Jesus 
Christ. So, while the significant words of the prophets are in no 
sense a direct prophecy of Christ, and not even an explicit prom- 
ise of God’s ultimate purpose for all humanity, yet in the larger 
light of revelation they can be seen as an implicit sign and symbol 
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of God’s saving deeds in Christ, his Son. The Old Testament did 
not predict so much as foreshadow Christ by symbols and signs. 
Theodore by signs and symbols probably meant types.” 

When Theodore’s commentary on the minor prophets is 
examined, it can be seen that in his treatment of those texts tra- 
ditionally accepted as messianic,” he manifested a definite break 
with the current notion as far as the fulfillment of prophecy is 
concerned. He followed a bold and independent line of interpre- 
tation and not the old static rules of the Alexandrian tradition. 
Theodore was not interested in messianic eschatology and made 
no effort to discover Christian history in Hebrew prophecy 
because he knew, and so stated emphatically, that prophecies 
dealt primarily with the prophet’s time and the immediate future. 
In many prophetic oracles or particular prophetic verses which 
both the New Testament authors and the fathers took as plain 
predictions of the Messiah, Theodore could find neither a direct 
messianic element nor a typological prediction of Christ, but 
referred them exclusively to persons and events in Israel’s 
national history. In doing so, he based his rigidly careful inter- 
pretation on the literal, historical, and conceptual context of the 
texts. The immediate result of such an interpretation was the 
elimination of all purely messianic exegesis from texts in which 
many exegetes found direct or indirect predictions of things 
Christian. 

Yet Theodore readily conceded that in these very same pro- 
phetic texts, which the authors of the New Testament quoted and 
applied in matters of Christian revelation, the prophets spoke in 
“exaggerated terms.’*’ The phrasing of these oracles, Theodore 
argued, is saturated with a “hyperbolical element,’ and their 
expression is animated by a highly “imaginative mood,” envis- 
aging for Israel a glorious and blessed future which never mate- 
rialized as such in Old Testament times.“ In their hyperbolically 
stated literalness, Theodore claimed, these prophecies did not 
come into permanent historical reality in the years that followed 
their delivery. And yet the prophets delivered them with refer- 
ence to the future of Israel. There certainly came a prince from 
David’s line, but he failed to restore his ancestor’s throne to eter- 
nal pre-eminence; God bestowed upon Israel many blessings, but 
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no outpouring of God’s spirit upon all his people ever took place; 
the return from the exile materialized, but there followed no 
flocking of nations to acknowledge God’s mighty deeds and sub- 
mit to his rule. The blessings and promises anticipated by the 
prophecies remained the unfinished business of Hebrew proph- 
ecy. The exaggerated promises of the prophets continued to exist 
in expectant waiting and without conclusion. It was, Theodore 
concluded, only from the point of the incomplete outlook of 
prophecy that the hyperbolically stated oracles of the minor 
prophets found their true and durable issue in the person and 
work of the Lord Christ. These prophecies were not fulfilled by 
Christ in the sense that they were direct messianic references to 
the Lord Christ but only that they found their issue, their true 
end and perfection, in the person and work of Christ. As we have 
already seen Theodore was not interested in the argument from 
prophecy in terms of prediction and fulfillment. In point of fact, 
the verb “to fulfill” and its derivative “fulfillment,” as well as the 
formulae “thus it is written,” “according to the scriptures,” “this 
which was spoken by the prophets,” are not even used by Theo- 
dore.” On the contrary, the bishop of Mopsuestia, in phrasing his 
interpretation of the traditionally accepted messianic prophecies, 
tried hard and conscientiously to create a new terminology which 
would not suggest the idea of fulfillment as it was understood by 
the Christian apologists, even by implication. 

Before we proceed it would be appropriate to make a com- 
ment on the data just reviewed. The relevant prophetic passages 
which were termed by Theodore “hyperbolically stated prophetic 
utterances” are the very same ones which many modern liberal 
scholars have claimed to be late post-exilic interpolations or 
detached apocalyptic visions inserted in the original writings of 
the twelve by some anonymous annotators or authors in order to 
depict, in a series of pious and obscure eschatological visions, the 
bliss and glory of the messianic age. No doubt Theodore fell short 
of understanding the messianic prophecies inserted in the Twelve 
in any nineteenth or twentieth century mode of thought. Never- 
theless, we venture to say that Theodore’s suggestive language 
adumbrated in a primitive way the current teaching of critical 
scholars. 
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Possibly enough has been said to show that Theodore fol- 
lowed an independent and progressive line in the interpretation 
of the messianic prophecies. He exercised a great freedom in that, 
in all cases, he rejected the validity of the argument from proph- 
ecy in terms of prediction and fulfillment. In other cases he rein- 
terpreted the messianic proof-texts of the New Testament, par- 
ticularly in the sense of penetrating to the deeper spirit which 
underlies the application of Hebrew prophecy to the gospel 
events. Theodore’s treatment of the prophetic testimonia can be 
seen clearly in his commentaries, selections from which follow in 
translation. 

Hosea 11:1, which is quoted in Matthew 2:15 as a prophecy 
of Christ, and introduced with the formula “that it might fulfill 
that which was spoken by the Lord through the prophet,” did not 
appear to Theodore to indicate a wonderful foreknowledge on the 
part of Hosea of the circumstances of the Savior’s birth (though 
it seemed so to the author of the gospel). Insofar as the reference 
of the passage to Christ is concerned, Theodore made no com- 
ment at all; evidently the citation did not appear to him to have 
much relation to the immediate context and it was based on an 
arbitrary interpretation. But let us read his comments on this 
verse: 


God called Israel a child in reference to her sojourn in 
Egypt, which marked both the beginning of Israel’s for- 
mative period and the providential acts that God 
bestowed upon her. The bestowal of these providential 
privileges was confirmed by the deliverance of the Isra- 
elites from Egypt. But the Israelites, in defiance of God’s 
love and blessings, showed their wickedness by becom- 
ing apostates, and even worse than that, they switched 
their allegiance, which should belong to God, to idols. 
This is what God said through the prophet.° 


Theodore approached the prophecy of Joel from the point of 
view of its historical context rather than of its fulfillment. He 
claimed that its primary meaning could be determined by exam- 
ining the religious disposition of the prophet Joel and the circum- 


MESSIANIC EXPECTATIONS BY THEODORE 159 


stances under which he prophesied. According to the historical, 
literal, and conceptual contexts, Theodore argued, the oracle is a 
forecast of the future bliss and glory which would prevail in Israel 
following the return from the Babylonian exile. However, the 
entire oracle, Theodore conceded, is stated in hyperbolical terms 
and its phrasing is animated by a highly imaginative spirit. Con- 
trary to Joel’s forecasting of the glorious future of Israel, history 
moved on in its usual course and the anticipated blessings and 
promises failed to come to fruition in Israel’s religion and his- 
tory. But let us read the rest of Theodore’s argument: 


It is an oracle which deals with the blessings which 
would prevail in Israel following the return from the 
Babylonian exile. This is what the expression ‘I will 
pour out my spirit’ means, because the Holy Ghost was 
never seen as a person and hypostasis, as true God of 
true God in Old Testament times. The expression ‘holy 
spirit’ is always used in the Bible to signify God’s grace, 
solicitude, and will. This is the meaning of this prophecy 
according to its literal and conceptual contexts. 

But the blessed Peter made use of this prophecy 
(Acts 2:17-21) while he was addressing the Jews on the 
day of Pentecost. It was quite fair for him to do so. The 
religion of the law foreshadowed future events; and the 
people of Israel became worthy of God’s solicitude for 
what was going to be manifested in the future at the 
advent of the Lord Christ. 

But the prophetic words are rather stated in a 
hyperbolical manner and they do not directly corre- 
spond to the realities of history. And so the truth of 
what has been said by the prophet Joel seemed to the 
apostle Peter to be receiving its issue in the Lord Christ. 
In like manner the blessed David said: ‘For thou will 
not leave my soul to Sheol; neither will thou suffer thine 
Holy one to see corruption’ (Ps 16:10).°' It is an expres- 
sion which it is not possible to understand literally, 
because David spoke metaphorically, in other words in 
hyperbolical terms. But the truth of the matter can be 
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demonstrated by the Lord Christ whose soul was not 
abandoned in Sheol, neither did his body suffer corrup- 
tion. While David’s saying seems like an enigma, 
Christ’s case is a true one. For the same reason the 
blessed Peter made use of Joel’s utterance which was 
somehow stated then in imaginative language, but now 
it has received its true issue in the realities of the New 
Testament history. 

There are several such passages in the Old Testa- 
ment; manifestly the present one is of the same nature. 
In accordance with the tradition of the Old Testament, 
God spoke through the prophet Joel to the Israelites, 
heralding the abundant blessings that he was going to 
bestow upon them in the years following the return from 
exile; but all these blessings have been issued with a 
truer sense in the Lord Christ. At the manifestation of 
our Lord Christ’s salvation many wonders took place in 
the heavens as well as on earth; the sun’s light darkened, 
and there appeared tongues as of fire the day that the 
Spirit heralded the salvation, just as that which was long 
ago stated metaphorically or hyperbolically by the 
prophet; but the display of the events took place after a 
serious depreciation in value of the original pronounce- 
ments. The reason that the blessed apostles appre- 
hended either Joel’s utterance or other prophetic utter- 
ances which were spoken by the prophets in regard to 
the old dispensation, in the economy of Christ, should 
be assumed to be a just one; for on the one hand the 
history of the former events would not seem to be ficti- 
tious, and on the other hand, the greatness of the latter 
affairs could be tested by a contrast with the former. 
There always is a fitting suitability between the former 
and the latter. 

But since the prophet Joel heralded, by his early 
oracles, the hope of the return from the Babylonian 
exile, he also ventured to describe within the same con- 
text the blessings which were going to be bestowed upon 
the people at the time.” 
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In the prologue to his commentary on the book of Amos 
Theodore claimed that the oracles of the prophet from Tekoa 
deal primarily with the fate of Samaria and its subjects. Amos, 
Theodore maintained, exercised his prophetic ministry not in 
Jerusalem but in the court of the sanctuary in Bethel.*’ It was 
from Bethel that he addressed certain short oracles to Jerusalem 
concerning its impending end. 

In Theodore’s opinion the national calamities involving 
both kingdoms were brought about by the Assyrians and the Bab- 
ylonians respectively. Though the invasions alluded to were sep- 
arate in time, there was only one captivity, and it was initiated 
by the Assyrians and consummated by the Babylonians; the for- 
mer attacked the ten northern tribes, the latter the two southern 
ones. 

The evils that eventually overtook both kingdoms, Theo- 
dore argued, were not inflicted by God out of cruelty, but rather 
out of care for his chosen people, with a view to chastising them 
thoroughly and to inducing them to do better. The last part of the 
book of Amos, Theodore concluded, ends with a solemn divine 
assurance that God’s grace at the proper time will shine forth and 
magnify Israel by re-establishing the united kingdom of Israel 
under the legitimate Davidic dynasty, as it had been in David’s 
time. In his commentary on Amos 9:11, Theodore stated: 


What is said here refers only to the return from the Bab- 
ylonian exile and the certainty that, after the return, the 
entire nation was to have in Zerubbabel a king from 
David’s line. As it is stated in the Acts of the Apostles 
(15:14-17) the blessed apostle James seems to have 
interpreted this very same oracle as referring to Christ 
the Lord; as though this oracle by Amos had received its 
true issue at the time of Jesus when David’s kingdom 
was truly fallen and was raised up again and reached 
perfection after throwing off all its corruption. 

The utterance was spoken by Amos in heralding 
what was to happen in Israel following the return from 
the captivity; and, on the other hand, that which was 
said by the prophet Amos, according to the blessed 
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James’ interpretation, was proved and confirmed with 
truth and certainty by Christ the Lord. Therefore the 
prophetic utterance has been rightly quoted by the 
apostle.» 


The passage that we have quoted indicates that the Anti- 
ochian exegete approached Amos 9:11 from the point of view of 
its historical context rather than of its messianic fulfillment. The 
oracle, according to Theodore, is a prediction of the restoration 
of the Jewish kingdom under a Davidic prince. The return from 
Babylon became a fact in Israel’s history, but the Israelites under 
Zerubbabel’s leadership failed to restore David’s house. And thus 
the prophecy of Amos remained incomplete. It is only because of 
this inconclusiveness that the apostle James interpreted the ora- 
cle as finding its true issue in the person and work of the Lord 
Christ. Although the oracle of Amos, literally and historically 
understood, promises a national restoration to Israel, yet the 
tenor of the interpretation of James is wholly different and does 
not conform to the original meaning of the prophet’s words. 
James considers the accomplishment of this oracle not in a 
national sense but in a truer and more certain interpretation: “the 
raising up of David’s fallen hut” commenced with the coming of 
Christ and the founding of the Christian church by his apostles. 

In advancing his arguments for a correct interpretation of 
Amos 9:11 Theodore could not sense that the phrase “I will raise 
up the tabernacle of David that is fallen’’ presupposes both the 
actual downfall of the kingdom of Judah and the Babylonian 
exile. 

Basing his information on the opening verse of the book of 
Micah, Theodore claimed that Micah’s call to the prophetic min- 
istry occurred after that of Hosea and Amos. The oracles con- 
tained in the book that bears the name of the prophet from 
Moresheth were delivered in the days of Jotham, Ahaz, and Hez- 
ekiah, kings of Judah. Micah’s visions and oracles concerned 
events that would happen to both Samaria and Jerusalem.*° 
However, the historical perspective of the oracle 5:1-4, Theodore 
argued, refers to the national calamities of Jerusalem which were 
inflicted by the Babylonians, and at the same time it envisages 
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Israel’s future restoration and glory under a united monarchy.” 
The oracle predicts that during the captivity there will be no king 
reigning in Jerusalem, but following the return from Babylon, he 
who will restore the fortunes of Israel will be a Davidic prince 
coming from Bethlehem. In this prophecy there is no direct mes- 
sianic element; the predicted restorer from Bethlehem was 
Zerubbabel. This can be detected from the literal and conceptual 
contexts of the prophecy itself. Besides, God had promised on 
several occasions in the past that he would eternally reserve the 
throne of Jerusalem to David’s house and descendants. As a mat- 
ter of history it was Zerubbabel, a descendant of David, who led 
the Israelites after the return from captivity, but he failed to 
restore David’s throne to eternal pre-eminence. Theodore 
continued: 


From the context of the prophetic text it becomes evi- 
dent that the oracle was spoken by the prophet in ref- 
erence to Zerubbabel who was a true descendant of 
David; but even so the perfection of what had been said 
in Micah’s utterance had found its true issue in the per- 
son of the Lord Christ.* 


After this general statement Theodore made no further com- 
ment in regard to Bethlehem as the birthplace of Jesus the mes- 
siah; nor did he take pains to remind his readers that Micah’s 
oracle is quoted in Matthew 2:4-6 as a direct messianic 
testimony. 

In his prologue to the commentary on Zechariah, Theodore 
affirmed his belief in the unity of the authorship of the book, as 
well as his belief that the whole prophecy is an authentic and gen- 
uine work of the prophet Zechariah, the son of Iddo, who lived 
and preached in Jerusalem during the reign of Darius I.*° How- 
ever, as this opinion is no longer accepted by modern liberal 
scholarship, and the composite character of the book of Zecha- 
riah has generally been recognized since J.G. Eichhorn, in the 
fourth edition of his introduction to the Old Testament (3 vols., 
Leipzig, 1924), attributed Zechariah 9-14 to a post-Zecharian 
date,” it will be interesting to give some attention to certain sug- 
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gestive remarks made by Theodore in regard to the historical per- 
spective of Zechariah’s prophecy in chapters 9-14. 

Zechariah, according to Theodore, was like Haggai in rous- 
ing the courage of the people to the task of reconstructing the 
temple, but whereas the oracles of Haggai envisage this work 
alone, the visions of Zechariah embrace a much wider horizon. 
Zechariah guarantees that Jerusalem will regain her former splen- 
dor; her divinely-appointed king will rule there in glory and dig- 
nity; the priesthood, too, will regain its ancient excellence in the 
person of the high priest Joshua. In an explicit reference to Zech- 
ariah 9-14 Theodore made the following statement: 


It seems that the prophet Zechariah experienced many 
other and different apocalypses and he tried to interpret 
the force of their meaning. He heralded the attack of the 
hosts of Gog against Israel and reported that their 
destruction would be complete. He mentioned also the 
sorrowful events that would take place in Israel follow- 
ing the destruction of Gog’s forces, namely, the tribula- 
tions inflicted by the Macedonian diadochi during the 
Maccabean times.®! 


Zechariah 9:9 portrays the triumph of an eschatological king 
of Israel riding into Jerusalem “‘upon an ass and upon the foal of 
an ass” (Mt 21:5; Jn 12:15). Theodore’s rather long comments on 
this verse could be summarized as follows: the whole passage not 
only implies that the exile is an historical fact but also presup- 
poses that most of the exiles are back and the city of David is 
without a king; since the oracle gives no hint of a king in Jeru- 
salem, the prince of peace riding into Jerusalem upon a despic- 
able animal should be identified with an historical personality 
contemporary with the prophet Zechariah. This person is 
Zerubbabel.” 

The oracle as a whole, Theodore argued, cannot be taken as 
messianic because it is not a prediction of Christ; nor can it be 
taken to have a double sense. Those who claim that Zechariah 
visualized at one moment Zerubbabel and at another time the 
Lord Christ should know that their interpretation lacks logical 
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coherence and makes prophecy look like a strange and paradox- 
ical phenomenon; in addition, such an attitude runs the risk of 
confusing the plane of human history with that sphere which 
belongs to God. The oracle has but one meaning and sense; it 
envisages Zerubbabel.® Yet the prophet spoke of Zerubbabel in 
language so hyperbolical that the passage is out of agreement with 
the realities of Israel’s history. There are, however, several pas- 
sages in the Old Testament characterized by hyperbolical and 
excessive spirit which found no fruition or issue in the actualities 
of the Old Testament times. The oracle of Zechariah (9:9) is of 
the same nature as the ones mentioned above; it was uttered by 
the prophet in direct reference to Zerubbabel.™ It definitely con- 
tains an idea that is not specifically Christian. However, it 
acquires a Christian signification when seen against the back- 
ground of the gospel facts. In the gospel narratives the prophecy 
of Zechariah is quoted as having found its true issue in the person 
of the Lord Christ. Such an interpretation is suitable and fitting, 
because Christ alone is the real possessor of all the attributes 
already imputed to Zerubbabel by the prophet. To claim that the 
prophet envisaged Zerubbabel and Christ at one and the same 
time is nothing else but an exaggeration showing complete igno- 
rance of the Bible and making prophecy a paradoxical phenom- 
enon.© Even those who claim that the saying “he was led as a 
sheep to the slaughter” is a clear reference to the Lord Christ 
should know that the literal context of the passage shows that it 
refers to an already accomplished fact, while the advent of the 
Lord Christ took place after many centuries.© 

Malachi, according to Theodore, was the last in the line of 
the great Hebrew prophets and as such his ministry marked the 
end ofa great and fruitful tradition in the history of Israelite relig- 
ion.*’ Malachi’s call to prophecy occurred long after that of Zech- 
ariah, though we do not know whether it took place before the 
time of Ezra and Nehemiah. Malachi, Theodore argued, was 
chiefly concerned with the internal problems of the post-exilic 
community of Israel, and the issues the prophet discussed with 
his own generation were religious, moral, and social. He was the 
only prophet who did not pronounce a judgment against the Gen- 
tiles, and the first, moreover, to confess that the sacrifices offered 
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by the Gentiles to their gods were actually offered to the Lord of 
all creation.” The only judgment predicted by Malachi in a rather 
vague and obscure way was one upon the unfaithful Israelites 
whose transgression and iniquity will be punished by the Mace- 
donian rulers in the Maccabean times.” 

As far as Theodore’s interpretation of Malachi 3:1 is con- 
cerned, it can be explained as follows: the theme of this oracle is 
nothing else but a direct answer by the prophet Malachi to those 
who were protesting against God with the complaint that the evil- 
doers were a pleasing object in the sight of God, or, as they put 
it, “Every one that does evil is good in the eyes of the Lord, and 
he takes pleasure in such; and where is the God of justice?’”””! The 
answer is: God shall send his angel to execute justice among the 
pious and the wicked; the commissioned angel in his ministry 
will be assisted by God himself who shall direct his angel from 
the temple of Jerusalem.” The ministry of every angel is an 
expression of the will of God. God will not come and appear in 
person. It is in the execution of the angel’s ministry that God’s 
presence will be manifested and experienced. In the earlier 
sources of Israel’s religious history angels were more active, 
working on behalf of God and assisting him in the preparation of 
the various covenants that God concluded with the Israelites. 
Malachi’s messenger should not be identified with the prophet 
himself or with any other known personality of the Old Testa- 
ment, least of all with Elijah.” Elijah will reappear in person to 
convert the Jews to Christianity in the second advent of the Lord 
Christ. After these remarks Theodore concluded his commentary 
on Malachi 3:1 with the following statement: 


However the fact that this prophetic utterance has been 
applied to the advent of the blessed John the Baptist 
should not excite wonder; for this prophetic voice was 
proving itself to be true only by the course of events 
of the New Testament times. Simultaneously there 
appeared not only the blessed John the Baptist, the pre- 
cursor and servant of the appointed things from above, 
but also he to whom John the Baptist was called to be a 
witness, that is, the Lord Christ who was destined to dis- 
pense the salvation of all mankind.” 
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Of still greater interest than the commentary itself is Theo- 
dore’s complete silence over the fact that Malachi 3:1 in con- 
junction with the “Elijah” passage (4:5) is more or less explicitly 
cited by all three synoptic gospels in identifying the messenger 
referred to in Malachi with John the Baptist.” 

It seems Theodore was quite aware that there were some 
serious differences of opinion in the early church over the mes- 
sianic proof-texts from Malachi. The Johannine tradition rejects 
this identification, and according to that tradition John the Bap- 
tist denied that he was Elijah. For the author of the fourth gospel 
John the Baptist is the “voice of one crying in the wilderness, 
‘Make straight the path of our God.’”” In Theodore’s opinion 
the whole prophecy of Malachi was alien to New Testament 
times and it deals with the internal problems of the late post- 
exilic congregation of Israel. And that is why Theodore warned 
his readers not to get wondrously excited by the application of 
this utterance (not the oracle) of Malachi to John the Baptist. 
Theodore viewed this application as a perfectly coherent accom- 
modation and transposition of the original oracle into a new and 
fresh situation in Christian revelation which, however, was not 
without some resemblance to that envisaged by the prophet. 

The preceding analysis of Theodore’s interpretation of the 
psalmic and prophetic texts traditionally accepted as “messianic 
proof-texts” provides quite specific data about Theodore as a bib- 
lical exegete. The Antiochian exegete in his treatment of the mes- 
sianic festimonia showed little interest in the messianic type of 
exegesis. This may be seen in the fact that he repudiated the old 
traditional view which regarded the recitation of a psalmic or 
prophetic text by a New Testament author as sufficent evidence 
of its messianic character. On the contrary he boldly maintained 
that the New Testament writers interpreted the person and work 
of Jesus by categories derived from the pages of the Hebrew scrip- 
tures, and consequently the Old Testament testimonies they 
quoted should not be accepted as direct or indirect messianic 
predictions finding their exact fulfillment in the person of Jesus 
and his church; rather they should be admitted as perfect and 
coherent illustrations and adaptations fitting to the theological 
objectives of the New Testament writers. The Hebrew psalter is 
not a repository of messianic information, because its scope and 
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perspective is thoroughly Israelitic. Theodore considered only 
four psalms (2, 8, 45, 110) to be direct or metaphorical predic- 
tions of the incarnation and the church. 

In Theodore’s opinion Hebrew prophecy in its essence is 
predictive. It is predictive in the sense that it not only points to 
the outcome of events contemporaneous with the prophet’s pres- 
ent or immediate future, but it also predicts forthcoming epi- 
sodes in the national life of Israel. These distant predictions by 
the prophets almost always refer to the captivity, exile, return, 
restoration, and the Maccabean period. The predictive range of 
prophecy did not foresee Israel’s future beyond these points. 
Needless to say, Theodore, in claiming that the prophets of Israel 
had predicted distant events, was misled by the eschatological 
and apocalyptic interpolations which were added to the genuine 
oracles of the prophets by some post-exilic anonymous annota- 
tors in order to counteract the depressing effect of the denuncia- 
tions and doom contained in the prophetic oracles. After all, it 
would be unfair to expect from Theodore the critical accuracy of 
a twentieth-century critic. 
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Chapter Seven 


CONCLUSIONS 


The primary purpose of this study has been to examine 
Theodore’s critical methods in Old Testament study and evalu- 
ate them in the light of modern methods of scriptural study. 

Theodore of Mopsuestia belongs at once to the history of 
Christian theology and to the history of biblical criticism. Our 
interest, however, is in the biblical rather than the theological 
field. Theodore spent his whole life in teaching and writing dur- 
ing one of the most intensely dramatic periods in the history of 
the church at Antioch. According to the testimony of the patristic 
sources, he wrote commentaries on nearly all the books of the 
Bible, and he was called by those who appreciated the outstand- 
ing quality of his exegesis the interpreter par excellence. Consid- 
ering the large number of biblical commentaries Theodore wrote, 
surprisingly few have come down to us, mainly due to the fact 
that the bishop of Mopsuestia was associated posthumously with 
Nestorianism. 

The coup de grace, however, against the literary work of the 
Mopsuestian was dealt by the Fifth General Council (553) which 
consigned Theodore’s person to perpetual anathema and con- 
demned his writings in toto. 

As we have noted earlier, in the New Testament field only 
Theodore’s commentaries on the gospel of John and on the 
minor epistles of Paul survive, the former in a Syriac version and 
the latter in a Latin translation. Only two of his Old Testament 
commentaries have survived, those dealing with the minor 
prophets and the book of Psalms. However, our task has been 
facilitated by a large number of fragments of Theodore’s com- 
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mentaries which have been recovered in the last decades from 
manuscripts preserved in the libraries of western Europe. In 
addition to these new sources, the discovery by Alphonse Min- 
gana in 1932 of Theodore’s Catechetical Homilies in a Syriac ver- 
sion must be mentioned, as these homilies have contributed sig- 
nificantly to a better understanding of Theodore’s teaching about 
the religion of the Hebrew prophets. Last of all, we mention our 
great indebtedness to the Nestorian commentator of the ninth 
century, Isho’dad of Merv. He was not an original thinker but 
his writings are packed with quotations from earlier exegetes, 
especially from the commentaries of the Mopsuestian. Theo- 
dore of Mopsuestia was for this Syriac author the Mephasgana 
(interpreter). 

Owing to the fact that Theodore’s commentaries on the 
major books of the Old Testament, which were written during the 
more mature stages of his scholarship, have been lost, it has been 
impossible to determine adequately the depth and dimensions of 
the biblical system of the Antiochian exegete. It has thus been 
impossible to restore a complete picture of Theodore’s biblical 
scholarship. This fact is an important qualification of our study. 
And yet significant exegetical data suggest that Theodore was a 
precursor of biblical criticism. In some of his views, Theodore 
often sounds like a nineteenth or twentieth century critic. In 
some instances he anticipated in primitive and general ways the 
broad lines of contemporary critical biblical scholarship. 

Like all patristic commentators Theodore was a man of his 
age. Like other fathers, he was not complete, consistent, or uni- 
fied. In his biblical system there are views and elements which he 
inherited from the Christian theology of his time and which we 
today have largely abandoned. For example, unquestioning 
acceptance of miracles and a rigorous holding to the idea of bib- 
lical inerrancy played important roles in his interpretation of the 
Bible. He also subscribed, in his earlier works, to the traditional 
doctrine of plenary and verbal inspiration according to which 
revelation was dictated to the inspired author by the Spirit of 
God in mechanical and propositional form and sense. 

But in spite of these views, Theodore’s differences from his 
age stand out against his likenesses to it. Modifications and 
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improvements were made by him with a view to satisfying his 
own critical leanings or the demands of his intellectual growth in 
the study of the Bible. The Mopsuestian started in his early com- 
mentaries with a strong notion of inspiration; indeed he some- 
times stressed the divine and miraculous element to such an 
extent that he obliterated the human factor in revelation. How- 
ever, in his later works Theodore showed more flexibility in his 
understanding of biblical inspiration. He gave such prominence 
to the human factor that inspiration later appeared to him to be 
a collaboration between the Spirit of God and man. Prophetic 
inspiration, Theodore asserted, is the result of a psychological 
state which the prophet experiences in a direct confrontation 
with the deity at a particular time and place in history. It was 
especially in his New Testament commentaries that Theodore 
attempted to break with the plenary view of verbal inspiration. 
In explaining how the gospel writers composed their accounts of 
Jesus’ public ministry, Theodore explicitly stated that the evan- 
gelists drew on their own memories and each one assumed full 
responsibility for his gospel narrative. In Theodore’s commen- 
taries on Pauline letters the autonomy of Paul was so carefully 
safeguarded that there seems to have been only limited room for 
divine intervention. 

In his interpretation of psalms, Theodore presents to the 
modern reader a real dichotomy between fidelity to his Christian 
tradition and his critical propensity. He contended, under the 
manifold influences of the New Testament, that the content of 
David’s psalter was far deeper than Jewish biblical authorities 
had suspected. On the other hand, he recognized that the Hebrew 
psalter comprises psalms of various literary types, and he even 
attempted to classify them under certain categories, according to 
their diversified religious moods and content. Among the types 
of psalms he detected are hymns of praise, doctrinal psalms, 
prayers of penitence, congregational laments, songs of thanksgiv- 
ing, exhortatory psalms, and prophetic psalms. 

In view of the tremendous advances which have been made 
in the field of biblical literature and exegesis in modern times, it 
would admittedly be most unfair to pass a value judgment on 
Theodore’s Old Testament work according to modern standards 
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of biblical interpretation. This is a field in which research meth- 
ods and tools have changed radically. In view of this fact, it 
would also be a mistake to review Theodore’s writings on the Old 
Testament with any expectation that the outstanding represen- 
tative of the Antiochian school of theology could offer to the 
modern student original suggestions contributing to the elucida- 
tion of Hebrew history and biblical exegesis. The overriding 
issue, however, is to determine Theodore’s place in the history of 
the critical interpretation of the Old Testament by stating conclu- 
sions from this study which give us reason to accept the Mop- 
suestian, along with Origen (185-254), Jerome (342-420), Ibn 
Ezra (1088-1167), and Baruch Spinoza (1632-1677), as an ante- 
cedent of the modern era of criticism. 

1. In Theodore’s interpretation of the Bible there is remark- 
able freedom for research with strikingly few dogmatic precon- 
ceptions. Theodore’s time was not conducive to a critical attitude 
toward the Bible. And yet, Theodore, following in the footsteps 
of his teacher Diodore, made a strong and fearless plea for inde- 
pendent and critical interpretation free from encumbering official 
tradition, Jewish or Christian. He maintained that such interpre- 
tation should be based largely on internal evidence from the text. 

2. While Theodore praised the Nicean fathers for their 
creedal efforts concerning questions of faith, nevertheless he 
taught that the interpretation of the Bible should not be subor- 
dinated to the consensus of the fathers because the patristic 
authorities confronted the texts with preconceptions, arbitrari- 
ness, and subtleties. His criticism was particularly strong against 
allegorists and official biblical tradition, so far as it then existed. 
In thus doing, he cleared away the old structure of allegory and 
the tyranny of theological preconceptions, and proceeded to lay 
a new foundation, the so-called historical and literal interpreta- 
tion of the Bible. 

3. Theodore refused to accept the view uncritically that the 
two Testaments form but one single, saving covenant, given by 
one God by means of one Lord. He was courageous enough to 
teach that the Old Testament is not one single book but many, 
coming from different periods of history, and exhibiting diverse 
spirits and teachings. The teaching of Christ and the apostles, in 
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his opinion, is not identical with that of the Old Testament but 
essentially harmonious with it. This harmony, however, was con- 
fined to the teaching of the law, the psalms, and the prophets 
because these three groups of writings owed their origin to the 
initiative of God’s Spirit. 

4. Theodore’s scientific method is best seen in his literary 
and historical criticism of the Hebrew canon. He was practically 
the only one among early Christian scholars, not excluding even 
Jerome, who restricted canonicity to the Palestinian Jewish Old 
Testament. His acquaintance with Maccabean history was quite 
thorough but he considered 1 and 2 Maccabees to be extra-bib- 
lical sources. He also treated problems of biblical introduction in 
his commentaries and elsewhere with considerable freedom. He 
rejected, for example, the superscriptions of the psalms, regard- 
ing them as no part of the original text and as having little sig- 
nificance for interpretation. He referred seventeen psalms to 
Maccabean times. Theodore’s critical judgment placed the book 
of Job at the beginning of the post-exilic era; he held that it had 
been written by an anonymous Jewish poet, that Job was an 
Edomite, and that his undeserved sufferings had become a folk- 
tale among the people of the near east. He concluded, amazingly, 
that Job’s story in its oral version was very ancient, and that the 
book as it stands is not history but fiction, the product of an 
imaginative writer who was well versed in poetry and religion. 
He regarded the wild behemoth of Job as a purely mythological 
animal. Theodore considered the Song of Songs to be an erotic 
epithalamium which was written on the occasion of Solomon’s 
wedding to Pharaoh’s daughter, and expressed astonishment that 
such a secular book, in which God’s name is not mentioned, 
could be included in the Hebrew and Christian canons. Theodore 
referred Proverbs and Ecclesiastes to the Solomonic era and 
regarded both as being of purely human origin. There was in his 
judgment little if any divine inspiration involved in the writing 
of the Hebrew wisdom books. 

5. Because of his ignorance of the Hebrew language, Theo- 
dore was forced to rely on the Septuagint, the official Old Testa- 
ment of the Greek church. His information concerning the origin 
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of the Septuagint appears to rest on the pseudepigraphic letter of 
Aristeas, although Theodore never mentions it by name. How- 
ever, the legends and miracle stories with which the history of the 
translation was embellished by Philo and some of the fathers 
were not accepted by Theodore. On the contrary, he emphatically 
stated that the translation was achieved by men of sound schol- 
arship without the intervention of any divine agency. He appre- 
ciated the fact that this version for years declared the ideals of 
Hebrew monotheism to the Gentile world even though the Gen- 
tile world persisted in idolatry. He held that it was by the practice 
of the apostles that this version was introduced into the Apostolic 
church. Furthermore, he compared the Septuagint text with those 
of Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion, in order to obtain a bet- 
ter textual reading for his interpretation. 

6. In his teaching about the phenomena involved in a pro- 
phetic call and prophetic inspiration Theodore expounded care- 
ful views. His interpretation is highly appreciative of the psycho- 
logical aspects of the phenomenon of prophecy. In his opinion all 
the prophets of Israel were ecstatic personalities, and this state of 
mind resulted from their certainty that they clearly stood in a 
personal relationship with the living God. Prophecy was not 
open to any man of good will; it was not a vocation which could 
be mastered through the medium ofa sacrament; it was not even 
a hereditary office. 

Prophecy, in Theodore’s judgment, was independent of any 
particular state of life because it originated from a positive action 
of God’s Spirit without the influence of a religious institution. 
And he who has been the object of that divine action can only 
point to a call that emanated freely from the will of God. It was 
the irresistible command of the deity experienced by the prophet 
in the midst of a terrifying theophany that consecrated him to the 
prophetic ministry. From the moment of this charismatic expe- 
rience these men were prophets, although they were not con- 
stantly under the influence of the prophetic inspiration. The 
prophets spoke whenever they felt the presence of God’s Spirit. 
Typically oral preaching preceded the writing of the prophetic 
oracles. Prophetic inspiration is not a mechanical communica- 
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tion of truths dictated in Hebrew or Aramaic but an experience 
known during an ecstatic state in which the prophet witnessed in 
his inner soul unutterable and terrifying things. And when the 
terrifying experiences receded into the background the prophet 
spoke the words of God in his own human idiom. 

7. In defining both the nature of prophecy and the legitimate 
spheres of prophetic activity, Theodore represented another 
remarkable point of contact with contemporary conceptions of 
prophecy. The Mopsuestian showed only a very nominal interest 
in theories about prophecy as long-range prediction. In most 
emphatic terms he taught that most of the prophets of Israel 
seemed to be proclaiming oracles the resolution of which 
appeared to be near at hand. Most oracles were given in partic- 
ular historical settings, and in primary meaning and reference 
had to do with events contemporaneous with the prophet or. the 
immediate future. 

Theodore held that the primary meaning of each prophetic 
oracle is to be found in determining the historico-grammatical 
sense of the revelation and must proceed from the whole context 
of both. To him each oracle has only one meaning and applica- 
tion, be this of the letter simple and plain, or of the letter which 
is intonated in hyperbolical terms. However, it must be conceded 
that Theodore as a man of his own age could not escape entirely 
from the traditional view which regarded prophecy as prediction. 
Prophecy is predictive in the sense that it not only points to the 
outcome of events contemporaneous with the prophet’s present 
or immediate future, but it also predicts forthcoming episodes in 
the national life of Israel. These distant predictions by the proph- 
ets, according to Theodore, almost always refer to the captivity, 
exile, return, restoration, and the Maccabean period. The predic- 
tive range of prophecy did not foresee Israel’s future beyond 
these points. In reality the oracles which Theodore accepted as 
predictions of the future, resulting from a certain historical con- 
text, are the very same oracles which modern critics have termed 
eschatological and apocalyptic interpolations which were added 
to the genuine oracles of the prophets by some post-exilic anon- 
ymous annotators in order to counteract the depressing effect of 
the denunciations and doom contained in the prophetic oracles. 
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8. The concept of “fulfillment” and the messianic interpre- 
tation of the prophets and psalms was securely established in the 
theological and exegetical system of the early Christian thinkers 
but a vigorous reaction against this sort of interpretation is evi- 
dent in the writings of Theodore. Dealing with the so-called 
“messianic proof-texts’”” Theodore maintained that the isolated 
passages quoted from the Old Testament by the New Testament 
writers with a messianic connotation were not originally messi- 
anic predictions which found their exact fulfillment in the person 
and work of Jesus the messiah, but free and coherent accommo- 
dations of the original texts to analogous settings in the Christian 
revelation. The Old Testament texts, he held, lent themselves to 
this use because of their “hyperbolical” imagery and blessings, 
rich metaphorical meaning, and phraseological symbolism. The 
doctrinal viewpoints of the New Testament authors are inter- 
preted by categories derived from the Hebrew Bible. He held that 
the Old Testament quotations in the New Testament serve the 
lines of thought of the apostles and evangelists. Strictly speaking, 
however, Old Testament prophecy in Theodore’s judgment is not 
predictive of Christ and (although elsewhere he held that a few 
psalms do contain such predictions) contains no messianic ele- 
ment. Theodore did not press this conclusion very far. His denial 
of messianic elements in Old Testament prophecy did not pre- 
vent him from holding the belief that the psalter comprises 
“some special psalms” which he accepted to be predictive of the 
incarnation and the church; as we have noted these were Psalms 
2, 8, 45, and 110. The grounds for this conclusion are not to be 
found. Evidently, he discussed the problem in his introduction to 
the commentary, and that introduction unfortunately has been 
lost. There is, however, evidence for assuming that the Mopsues- 
tian corrected his view about these psalms because in one of his 
latest works Theodore is reported to have said: “The words of 
the New Testament concerning Christ are found in the prophets 
as a sign and symbol.”’ Theodore’s final verdict was that the Old 
Testament taken on its own terms does not present Christ to us; 
it rather prepares the way for Jesus the messiah. 

9. Theodore was a declared trinitarian who fought against all 
unitarian movements. His belief in the lordship of Christ was 
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absolute. Yet he refused to confess Christ as Lord of both Tes- 
taments because this would substitute the ethical monotheism of 
the Old Testament for a new kind of monotheism based on an 
over-simplified Christomonism. The Mopsuestian was more 
than convinced that the Old Testament is the record which reg- 
isters the initial dealings of God with his chosen people of Israel 
before he “‘spoke at the end of these days unto us in his Son.” 

10. In Theodore’s theology of the Bible there is a real con- 
ception of progressive revelation. He stated explicitly that the 
Son-Logos and the Holy Ghost as independent persons and 
hypostases of the Trinity were never revealed in the Old Testa- 
ment. The doctrine of the resurrection of the dead as such is 
rarely mentioned in the Old Testament where the notion of sheol 
prevails generally. He also held that the Hebrew prophets were 
teachers of monotheism, progressive revealers of God’s true 
character, and preachers of increasingly perfected religious 
knowledge. 

11. Theodore, as the chief theoretician of the Antiochian 
school of theology, must be credited with having been the first 
Christian commentator to have explicitly taken into considera- 
tion all figures of biblical speech—parabolical, metaphorical, fig- 
urative, numerical. He held that these figures in any text, taken 
together, should produce one clear, primary interpretation of 
meaning. Multiple meanings in one biblical text were, in Theo- 
dore’s judgment, absurd. Allegorical interpretation he held to be 
mythological. No one has the right to risk reading into the faith 
of Israel more than is actually there. The task of interpreter is to 
discern the meaning of each text by proceeding from the histori- 
cal, literal, and conceptual context. The historico-grammatical 
sense, rightly understood, he held, provides the fullest meaning 
of the text. Given this methodology, Theodore’s greatest weak- 
ness as an expounder of the Old Testament was his inability to 
undertake serious textual criticism because of his ignorance of 
the Hebrew language. 

12. In Theodore’s exegetical system typological interpreta- 
tion is almost completely absent. There is only one clear excep- 
tion in his extant writings. When Theodore was writing his com- 
mentary on the book of Jonah he found an opportunity to set 
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forth his theory concerning Old Testament typology. In his view 
typology is not an interpretation of texts from the two Testa- 
ments having an inner and mystical correspondence with each 
other, but merely an external comparison of events in the two 
Testaments based on their outward resemblances and similari- 
ties. A typology, he concluded, must always be sustained by a 
New Testament proof-text. 

13. Much of Theodore’s critical method has been suppressed 
for centuries by a conservative spirit in orthodox Christianity. 
The critical spirit exemplified by Theodore has been revived and 
extended in the post-reformation era and in our times. 

In these days when the ecumenical dialogue within the 
World Council of Churches is becoming a_pan-Christian 
endeavor and experience, biblical differences which actually exist 
among the various churches, especially with regard to their 
respective approaches to the study of the Bible, are bound to be 
raised up for serious consideration. Biblical issues ought to be 
discussed in the light of all great Christian traditions and of 
schools of thought within Christendom which have made contri- 
butions through the centuries. As this happens the contribution 
of the Antiochian tradition to ecumenical biblical study, espe- 
cially as seen in the work of Theodore, should prove constructive 
and reconciling. 


Appendix One 


ANCIENT ANTIOCH AS A POLITICAL 
AND CULTURAL CENTER 


Theodore of Mopsuestia was born in A.D. 350 in Antioch 
on the Orontes and lived there until 392 when he became a 
bishop in Cilicia. Antioch was a center of Hellenism with no 
dominant semitic elements. Damascus, the ancient capital of 
Syria, was overshadowed by Antioch during the Seleucid, Roman 
and Byzantine ages. The founding of Antioch in 300 B.C. by 
Seleucus I Nicator was a typical project in the mass production 
of new cities which took place under Alexander and the 
Diadochi.'! 

Archaeological remains from the stone age have been found 
in the neighborhood. Recent excavations on the site of ancient 
Antioch have not brought to light any evidence of semitic or Per- 
sian settlements prior to the Macedonian founding of the city.” 
As in the case of other sites in the area, the cuneiform texts we 
possess furnish virtually no evidence of any Aramean settlement 
in the region of Antioch except for a reference to the Orontes 
which was called Arantu by the Assyrians.> Like Alexandria, 
Antioch was a new city and the permanent capital of the Seleucid 
kingdom. The Macedonian conquerors established it for monar- 
chic considerations, as a fitting geographical position for a king- 
dom which ruled Asia Minor, the region of the Euphrates, Coele- 
Syria and the Eastern Mediterranean. It grew under successive 
Seleucid monarchs until it became the chief center of the east. As 
a center of culture, Antioch was surpassed only by Rome and 
Alexandria, and later by Constantinople. It was often referred to 
as Antioch the great. 
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When the Romans came to Syria in 64 B.C., Antioch became 
the central seat for their civil and military control of the Asiatic 
provinces. All Syria was incorporated under one title, Provincia 
Syria, with Antioch as the capital, and it was placed under the 
direct rule of a proconsul with power to levy troops and engage 
in war.’ (Judea was left a subject state within the framework of 
the new province under the Roman legates of Syria.) Owing to 
its position as the administrative center of a frontier province 
bordering on Parthia, Rome’s most dangerous foe, Antioch was 
naturally of particular interest to emperors, both as the strategic 
military and as the cultural focus of Syria. Here the emperors 
resided when they were campaigning in the east. Many of them 
carried out projects which further adorned the already famous 
city. Serious efforts were made by Pompey, Caesar, Anthony, 
Trajan and Hadrian to enlarge the city of Antioch and to restore 
it to the position of prestige that it had enjoyed under the Mac- 
edonians.° All the outstanding emperors of later times contrib- 
uted to the bountification of Antioch as well as its famous suburb 
Daphne. The Christian emperors, too, were eager to beautify 
Antioch. As a consequence the city became the second imperial 
center of the Roman empire until the establishment of Constan- 
tinople as the eastern capital. 

The original settlers of Antioch were brought from various 
locations in Greece. Among the original inhabitants were Mace- 
donians, Argives, Cretans, Cypriots and Athenians. Theodore’s 
teacher, Libanius, proudly informs us about the population of 
Antioch: 


Let a man consider our nobility of birth, and remark 
that the best elements in any place have come together 
here as though to some land chosen by the gods to hold 
man worthy of admiration. We alone have origins 
which have brought together what is admired in each 
race—the antiquity of the Argives, the Cretan respect 
for law, a royal race from Cyprus, and the line of Hera- 
cles. As for those whom we receive from Athens and all 
the other Greek breeds with which we have been 


188 THEODORE OF MOPSUESTIA 


blended, the tale will be told when we come to those 
times.° 


The nucleus of the population in the early Seleucid era con- 
sisted of colonists who had been established in the new city by 
royal decree. The colonists were primarily soldiers and merce- 
naries. To the colonial population were soon added throngs of 
civilians who were attracted by hopes of commercial advantage 
or driven from their old homes by political change arid came 
seeking fortunes in the new capital of the Orient. The last Greek 
immigrants into Antioch, of whom we are informed, were those 
brought in by Antiochus the Great. According to Libanius, Anti- 
ochus, after his defeat at Magnesia at the hand of Lucius Scipio 
(190 B.C.), brought in Hellenic stock, Aetolians, Cretans and 
Euboeans.’ Perhaps the growth of Roman power in Asia Minor 
had compelled a considerable number of Hellenes to leave their 
cities, now under Roman dominion, and to seek out a city still 
free from imperial power. 

Thus, in its ethnic composition, Antioch, in the Seleucid era, 
was a typical Greek city built according to the policy instituted 
by Alexander.® The founders of the city populated the site with 
strategic care; they settled Macedonians and Greeks to insure the 
security of the new regime; and they provided a constitution 
which had as its basis not the tribal system, but the urban com- 
munity, the typical practice in Greek city-states. 

It is interesting to note that the population seems to have 
included a major Onental element during all periods of the his- 
tory of Antioch. The indigenous Syrians were not included in the 
city-state.’ In time, however, native Syrians, who had accepted 
Hellenism as a way of life, were added to the colonial settlers, and 
this assimilation contributed to the ease with which the Greco- 
Syrian synthesis was accomplished. 

In addition there were many Jews at Antioch though they 
cannot be compared with those of Mesopotamia or Egypt in 
antiquity, nor can the Jewish community of Antioch be com- 
pared with those of Alexandria and Rome in size.'° Antiochian 
Jewry goes back to the days of Seleucus I Nikator. Some of the 
Jews, according to Josephus, participated in the military expedi- 
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tions of the Seleucid kings.''! We do not know what the size of the 
community was during this early period, but the references to 
Antioch in the Palestinian Talmud and Tosephta indicate that 
the Jewish community at Antioch increased in number almost 
continuously, and especially in the early years of the Roman 
period.’” This is suggested by the phrase “as large as Antioch” 
which appears in a number of baraithas. At a later period, prob- 
ably after the destruction of the second temple in A.D. 70, a syn- 
agogue, Knesheth Hasmunith, existed; it was named for the 
mother of the seven Maccabean martyrs who were executed, 
according to the apocryphal 2 Maccabees, by the order of Anti- 
ochus IV Epiphanes for refusal to abandon their religion.'* In the 
early fourth century A.D., the Jewish community flourished and 
there were no fewer than three synagogues in or near Antioch, 
one in the city proper, one at Daphne, and one east of the city in 
the plain of Antioch.’ 

Though the Romans did not plant a colony in Antioch, the 
city did include a great number of Roman civil servants, officers, 
veterans, contractors and businessmen many of whom already 
knew Greek and could communicate with the natives and other 
ethnic groups through that tongue. The Caesars instituted a com- 
prehensive building program at Antioch in attempts to enhance 
Roman prestige and to introduce the Roman way of living into 
the Hellenized Orient. But Hellenistic life with its characteristic 
traditions continued much as before. When the Empress Eudo- 
cia, the daughter of a pagan professor at Athens, visited the city 
in 438, she delivered an encomium of Antioch before the local 
senate, and in the closing paragraph of her address she compli- 
mented the Antiochenes by paraphrasing a line of Homer: “Of 
your lineage and race I declare myself to be.”'> Obviously she 
thus alluded to the fact that her own Athenian origin united her 
racially with the ancestors of the people of Antioch. The courtesy 
was warmly received and the senate of Antioch voted a bronze 
statue of the empress to be set up in the bouleuterion in which 
she had delivered her address, and another bronze statue of her 
outside the museum." 

The population of Antioch in the fourth century cannot be 
determined exactly for lack of evidence. In the time of Bishop 
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Ignatius, who was martyred in A.D. 115, there were, according to 
Chrysostom, twenty myriads of inhabitants.'’ Concerning his 
own time, Chrysostom spoke of 100,000 Orthodox Christians 
alone.'® On the other hand, the Antiochian chronicler, John Mal- 
alas (d. ca. 577), reports that in the earthquake of the year 551 
approximately 250,000 people perished in one day.'? Malalas was 
never exact in giving numbers. If one takes as a basis Chrysos- 
tom’s numerical estimate of Orthodox Christians and adds the 
Arians, semi-Arians, Apollinarists, and other Christian sects, 
then, including the Graeco-Syrian pagans and Jews, one might 
arrive at a total of fewer than halfa million people, probably little 
more than 300,000.” 

The general picture of Antioch in the fourth century must 
have been strikingly brilliant. Our sources for the cultural, social, 
economic, and political life of this time in the Syrian capital are 
abundant. They are largely the writings of native sons who rose 
to fame and distinction, men like Libanius, Ammianus Marcel- 
linus, Diodore of Tarsus, John Chrysostom, and Theodore of 
Mopsuestia. 

The fourth century was a period of prosperity and creativity, 
and Antioch, by virtue of its connections with most of the known 
world, was destined to become a focal point for the collection and 
diffusion of ideas. Both our earlier sources and the great discov- 
eries made during the excavations between 1932 and 1939 show 
that Antioch, in the century with which we are concerned, was a 
leading academic center.”’ A number of factors contributed to the 
distinction of the city as a center of the ancient world: wide com- 
mercial activities especially after the overthrow of Palmyra (A.D. 
273); large artistic and technical workshops;” intense intellectual 
and social life; several schools of Greek classicism with students 
coming from all places;” and finally the rapid development of 
Christianity and the controversies which ensued, both between 
antagonistic sects and between believers and pagan sophists. 

The Syrian capital was also famous for its theatrical per- 
formances and Olympic games which drew visitors from all over 
the Roman world. On the paved and colonnaded streets of the 
city moved a multitude of gay and pleasure-loving people. 
Besides the Greeks and Syrians one could see there the togas of 
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the Romans, the turbans of the proud Persians, the shrewd Arme- 
nian tradesmen, the militant Scythians, Hindus, Arabians and 
Jews.” This mingling of nationalities made Antioch a city of 
notable cosmopolitanism with an international character com- 
parable to that of Alexandria. Libanius conveyed some sense of 
this quality when he asked: “In what land or sea has the fame of 
this city not entered?’ He continued his encomium with 
the remark, “Attractions of all kinds bring people from all 
sides, from Africa, Europe, Asia, from the Islands, from the 
mainland.’ 

Religious activities in such a great city were varied. At the 
time of Emperor Julian’s visit the ancient Phoenician fertility 
rites to Adonis were celebrated.” The local temples, altars, 
shrines and festivals were mainly dedicated to Zeus, Tyche, 
Apollo, Demeter, Hermes and Muses. Greeks and Romans were 
hospitable to Oriental deities, and a few such foreign gods had 
gained admission into Greece and Rome.” During the Hellenis- 
tic age increased contacts between east and west tended to blend 
together the Greek and Oriental religions.?? This fusion of reli- 
gions, which is called by modern scholars “religious syncretism,” 
identified Oriental deities with Greek gods. Presumably, this pro- 
cess of syncretism could best explain why Syrian deities, aside 
from those of the Tammuz-Adonis cult, do not figure promi- 
nently in the writings of the Antiochene authors. 

The old Greek religion, with its cults and practices, persisted 
for a long time, and their most obstinate adherents and champi- 
ons were chiefly the rhetoricians of Antioch. The rhetoricians 
clung with almost fanatical zeal to the gods and goddesses of their 
classical Pantheon. There were also many influential pagans, 
especially among the state and army officers. But as a whole the 
religion of the Olympian gods was declining after Constantine, 
and especially after the Edict of Milan (A.D. 313) which declared 
Christianity a legal religion. The last battle for survival of Olym- 
pian religion was launched by Julian the Apostate (361- 363) at 
Antioch. After Julian’s failure no one could any longer hope for 
the revival of Greek religion. It came to its end with the edicts of 
Theodosius I (379-395) which repressed paganism and closed its 
temples throughout the Roman empire. Nonetheless, the people 
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of Antioch retained the same fondness for classical Greek studies, 
Greek theatrical performances, and Olympic games.*” 

Throughout these changes the Jewish community of Antioch 
flourished in the fourth century. The Jewish population was large 
and influential; several Jews practiced medicine, and others were 
engaged in merchandising and finance.*! The relationship 
between Antiochian and Palestinian Jewry was very close. We 
have a record of attempts by rabbis to identify the city of Antioch 
with places mentioned in the Old Testament, such as Hamath 
and Riblah.” Jewish rites retained a curious attraction for some 
Christians, especially women, and they would visit synagogues 
on the sabbath of festival days.** The relics of the Maccabean 
martyrs, preserved in a synagogue in Antioch, were thought to 
have miraculous powers and attracted the attention of many 
Christians. The local church authorities in their mounting intol- 
erance toward the Jewish influence on the Christians solved the 
problem by taking over the synagogue where the relics of the 
martyrs were preserved and turning it into a Christian church.” 
The effect of this Jewish cult on the Christians was so strong that 
eventually the Maccabean martyrs were accepted by the church 
of Antioch on a par with Christian saints and martyrs and later 
were placed in the records of Christian martyrological literature.*° 

In the time of Emperor Constantine, Antioch reached its 
zenith as an educational center; from this period came most of 
the records which suggest Antioch’s contribution to the evolution 
of the post-classical Graeco-Roman culture. A distinguished 
group of pagan and Christian writers elevated the Syrian capital 
to a center of both classical and Christian paideia. Like Tarsus 
and Alexandria, the city of Antioch became a famous academic 
seat of sophists and rhetoricians. There were also grammarians 
and lawyers. Together these learned men constituted the Univer- 
sity of Antioch.* 

The head of this institution was Libanius, the successor of 
such famous teachers as the sophist Ulpian, a leading lawyer in 
Antioch; his pupil, Prohaeresius; and Zenobius who had been 
Libanius’ teacher. Higher education was in the hands of rhetori- 
cians, and Libanius, the leading rhetorician, was in charge of 
matters pertaining to teachers, curriculum and schools. Around 
this sophist of Antioch a regular university system was organized 
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with classes and courses extending over the winter and spring 
months. The principal subject was the Greek classics. Rhetoric, 
logic and philosophy were emphasized, as were Latin and Roman 
law. We have no evidence that there was an established chair for 
Syriac, the popular language of the country, freely spoken not 
only in the hinterland but also in the streets of the city of 
Antioch.?’ 

Intimate relationships existed during this period between 
Greek paedeia and Christian families. Not only did the sons of 
the pagan nobility study in the school of Libanius, but also many 
future theologians attended university classes in order to receive 
a classical education. The initial step in this process had been 
taken at Alexandria by Clement and Origen, and was then con- 
tinued by the three Cappadocians, Basil of Caesarea, Gregory of 
Nazianzus, and Gregory of Nyssa.** In Antioch, too, several 
promising young men, who were born in Christian families and 
were destined to become the future leaders of the church, were 
studying classical culture in the pagan institution run by Liban- 
ius. Socrates, the ancient church historian, tells us that Theodore 
of Antioch, later to be called Theodore of Mopsuestia, and John, 
the future patriarch of Constantinople, had Libanius as their 
teacher in oratory.” 

In addition to the school of sophistry, Antioch could boast 
of a Christian theological school. Among its famous biblical scho- 
lars and theologians were personalities who have exercised a last- 
ing influence on the history and development of Christian doc- 
trine. The Antiochene fathers, as the modern scholars prefer to 
call them, were doctors of the church who brought profound eru- 
dition to the new faith and its institutions. 
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Appendix Two 


THE CHRISTIAN CHURCH AT ANTIOCH 
IN THE FOURTH CENTURY 


Christianity was brought to Antioch directly from Jerusalem 
and found in the city a highly receptive audience.’ This region 
was a kind of crossroad for religions, many of which were already 
organized into syncretistic combinations under the powerful 
influence of the Olympian religion and the theories and dogmas, 
more or less popularized, of the Hellenistic philosophers. 

Antioch formed the great intellectual center of Asia where 
ideas and beliefs met and merged. Besides the local cults, as we 
have seen, many other religious influences flowed in from the 
near east, including the Jewish faith which attracted a number of 
Gentiles.2 The city of Antioch presented a challenging opportu- 
nity for the future of Christianity. 

The religious syncretism of the Greco-Roman world created 
a situation in which a way was prepared for the coming of Chris- 
tianity. It was in Antioch and similar centers that the first Gentile 
Christian communities were born and grew.’ According to Acts 
11:19-20 after the execution of Stephen, the Hellenistic followers 
of Jesus gave up the idea of making converts in Jerusalem and 
went to preach as far as Phoenicia, Cyprus, and Antioch. In Anti- 
och, however, they spoke to the Greeks (i.e. Greek-speaking Gen- 
tiles, not necessarily Greeks by birth), and many of these Greeks 
became Christians. This projection of Christianity as a world sys- 
tem beyond Palestine was a decisive step in the evolution of the 
Christian kerygma. The church was not to confine itself to Judah, 
like the pietistic religious sects living at that time in Qumran; 
it overcame primitive isolation by declaring its universalism 
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through its mission to the world. It was upon the plain of Antioch 
that the church began to emerge as a world religion. And it was 
in Antioch that the infant Gentile congregation received the 
name “Christian,” which, in all probability, was originally a 
nickname.‘ 

The church of Antioch was of cardinal importance, for it 
served as the original home of Christian missions. From it Paul 
and other early propagators of the new faith went out on each of 
their three missionary journeys and they returned to Antioch to 
report. In addition to the activities of Paul in Antioch, Peter, too, 
had a small share in the development of the local community. 
However, judging from one New Testament reference he played 
no glorious role in the dispute between Jewish Christians and 
Gentile Christians over matters pertaining to the observance of 
the torah. It was in Antioch that for the first time a Christian 
church, free of ties with rabbinical Judaism and no longer sub- 
mitting to the constraint of the Pharisaic teaching, was formed. 
The idea that the church of Christ was totally independent from 
the synagogue was determined in the free atmosphere of Antioch 
which could later claim to be the mother of the churches of Asia 
Minor and Europe. 

In those early days, the spiritual leaders of the church were 
prophets and teachers.® There is no mention of a council of elders 
as was the case in the community at Jerusalem which was gov- 
erned by a board and a presiding officer.’ Later, the church of 
Antioch began to follow the practice of other Christian comimu- 
nities and had a bishop as its head, as well as presbyters and dea- 
cons. Bishop Ignatius of Antioch, writing at the close of the apos- 
tolic age, was fully convinced that the threefold hierarchy 
constituted the only hope for unity in the maintenance of a 
healthy and vigorous fellowship in the shared experience of the 
faith and worship.’ Ignatius, traveling from Antioch through Asia 
Minor on his way to martyrdom at Rome (ca. 107-117), wrote 
seven letters which give a vivid picture of the popular faith of the 
early church and of the religious life of the times.’ The letters also 
show that by Ignatius’ time there was, in Antioch at least, a set- 
tled hierarchal ministry, to whom the laity were urged to be obe- 
dient. Ignatius presents the local clergy as normally consisting of 
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three orders, and asserts that apart from these three orders “there 
could be no church.””° 

Our knowledge of the period following Ignatius’ death and 
of the church at Antioch after the apostolic fathers is scanty, and 
we have no sources dealing with the development of the Chris- 
tian community. This obscurity for the first three quarters of the 
second century ends with the beginning of the episcopate of 
Theophilus. The teaching of Theophilus is important in the his- 
tory of Christian thought because it represents an early attempt 
to formulate a learned system of theology based on the literal 
interpretation of scripture. His work in this respect marks him as 
a precursor of the methods that later characterized the biblical 
studies of the Antiochene fathers.'! 

Our knowledge of the church at Antioch after Theophilus is 
again obscure until the third quarter of the third century. Church 
history has preserved for us only shadowy personages. 

Of all the great sees of Christian antiquity, Antioch was the 
first to fall into heresy. The elevation of Paul of Samosata on the 
Euphrates to the episcopal throne of the Antiochian church in 
A.D. 260 marks the beginning of an era which witnessed heresies, 
schisms, and divisions in many local congregations. The circum- 
stances of Paul’s election to the bishopric, at a time when Syria 
was within the Palmyrean sphere of influence, are not recorded, 
and it is not easy to describe his theology, because there is no 
evidence that he wrote anything. However, he is generally 
regarded as the celebrated heresiarch who paved the way for Ari- 
anism.'? We possess few fragments with accounts of his teaching, 
and most of the records, in the opinion of Hans Lietzmann, 
appear suspiciously as if they presented his teaching unfairly.” 
Theodore of Mopsuestia, writing more than a century later, calls 
Paul of Samosata ‘“‘an angel of Satan because he taught that 
Christ our Savior is a simple man and he did not recognize that 
hypostasis of the divinity of the one before the ages.”"* 

The first church councils which were called at Antioch and 
of which we have record were held in connection with the Samo- 
satene doctrine. Within a period of four years (264-268), two or 
three synods were convoked and each time a large number of 
bishops attended. This fact suggests that by the end of the third 
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century the Syrian diocese had assumed a considerable ecclesi- 
aStical authority within the Oriental province of the Roman 
empire.'’° 

Beginning with the fourth century the ecclesiastical head of 
a Christian province was usually also the bishop of the capital 
city. In each province the bishop of the capital city came to pos- 
sess certain rights over his comprovincial bishops. The ecclesi- 
astical superiors, exercising provincial and not merely diocesan 
powers, were called “metropolitans,” and their jurisdiction was 
probably determined by local custom before the Council of 
Nicea. In the fourth canon of that council, the title “metropoli- 
tan” first appears and we have the beginning of the gradual pro- 
cess of defining that title in canon law.'® 

From the fourth century, there were also some church dig- 
nitaries who might be called chief metropolitans, whose hierar- 
chical status within the church, the sixth canon of the Council of 
Nicea expressly says, was of long standing.'’ This canon included 
the bishops of Rome, Alexandria, and Antioch. Here we have the 
beginnings of the later patriarchal organization. The see of Anti- 
och ranked, after Rome and Alexandria, as the third patriarchial 
ecclesia of Christendom, reaching its most extensive jurisdiction 
at the end of the fourth century. John Chrysostom termed the see 
of Antioch “head and mother of all the churches of the east.’’!8 
However, it is not known exactly when this patriarchial cathedra 
originated.!° 

At the time of the Council of Nicea, the eloquent prelate Eus- 
tathius of Antioch was not only one of the presidents of the 
synod, if not the actual president of the hierarchy, but also the 
primate of Coele-Syria, Cilicia and all Mesopotamia.’ No fewer 
than one hundred and fifty bishoprics in fifteen ecclesiastical 
provinces belonged to the patriarchate of Antioch, and in normal 
times the bishops of the provinces assembled with their patriarch 
for an annual conference in the first half of October.?! 

On the eve of the Arian controversy the church at Antioch 
was full of life and promise for the future. Prominent presbyters 
were industriously copying biblical manuscripts and studying the 
scriptures in order to come to a fuller understanding of the Bible 
and their faith. In doing this, they were perhaps unwittingly pre- 


THE CHRISTIAN CHURCH AT ANTIOCH 201 


paring the foundations of the theological school of Antioch. 
Henceforth Antioch was to take a more definite place in the evo- 
lution of Christian letters and dogmas. In this same period Anti- 
och was the scene of the biblical studies of Dorotheus and 
Lucian. Dorotheus, according to Eusebius, was a highly learned 
presbyter, well versed in Hebrew and capable of reading the Old 
Testament in the original.” Eusebius’ description of Dorotheus’ 
understanding of the Hebrew language seems to imply that such 
knowledge was rare at the time. Lucian is considered by some 
historians to have been the founder or at least the first teacher of 
a sort of theological school in Antioch.” Unfortunately, historical 
information about the exact time of the establishment of this 
school is lacking.** Whether or not he was the actual founder of 
the school, Lucian’s activity in textual criticism betokens the 
beginning of serious theological studies at Antioch, an academic 
tradition which was to influence the development of Christian 
thought in the fourth and fifth centuries. 

Lucian was among the few biblical scholars of the patristic 
church who were occupied with the textual criticism of the Bible. 
Jerome, in referring to the diversity of the editions of the Greek 
Old Testament, observed that three were current within the 
Greek-speaking churches of the Roman empire and that one of 
them bore the name of Lucian.*° There seems to be some ground 
for maintaining that Lucian’s biblical work was a significant fac- 
tor in the eventual establishment of the theological school of 
Antioch by Diodorus, Carterius, and Flavian.” 

During the first quarter of the fourth century, the patriar- 
chate of Antioch found itself in the very midst of the Arian con- 
troversy. Although Arianism became prominent in Alexandria, 
its roots were in the city of Antioch.”’ Arius himself made this 
claim in a letter to the foremost spokesman of Arianism, Euse- 
bius of Nicomedia. In this letter, Arius hails Eusebius as a Col- 
lucianist and declares that Eusebius is merely following Lucian’s 
views regarding christology.” 

The condemnation of Arius by the Council of Nicea turned 
Antioch into a stronghold of Arianism, and the clergy and believ- 
ers were divided into four parties: the Arians, the semi-Arians, 
the Old Nicene party, and the New Nicene party.” The patriar- 
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chate was practically paralyzed. At this time there were four inde- 
pendent bishops. The spiritual leaders of the New Nicene party 
were two young and well educated monks, Diodorus and Carter- 
ius, the heads of a religious school or monastery, and presbyter 
Flavian, who later became bishop of Antioch. With their follow- 
ers they held divine service in the martyria outside the city near 
the Orontes, and sometimes they gathered in a cave on a neigh- 
boring mountain, spending the night singing psalms and hymns.” 
Such was the state of affairs in the orthodox congregation of Anti- 
och when Theodore was born, a state of religious confusion and 
ecclesiastical anarchy. 


NOTES 


1. Acts 11:19 f 13:1 f- 

2. Josephus, War 7. 45. 

3. The syncretistic combinations in the religious life of the 
Graeco-Roman world were extremely complex. From the Aegean 
Sea and Phrygia down to Egypt and in Rome, it is clear that at 
the beginning of the Christian era a number of divinities were 
worshiped, many so closely resembling each other that they were 
occasionally confused. Principal among these were Attis, Tam- 
muz-Adonis, Cybele, Osiris, Isis, Serapis, and Dionysos. For the 
factors which prepared the way for the spread of Christianity see 
A.D. Nock, “Early Gentile Christianity and Its Hellenistic Back- 
ground,” in Essays on the Trinity and the Incarnation, edited by 
A.E. Rawlinson (London: Longmans, Green & Co., 1928), 51- 
156. 

4. Acts 11:26. There are, however, other interpretations of 
the origin of the word; the text clearly suggests that the name was 
devised by outsiders, whether by the Roman authorities in the 
city as the official identification of the group, or by the people 
who wanted to ridicule the new faith and its followers is not clear. 
The text does not allow us to suppose that the name Christianoi 
was coined by the Christians themselves. 

5. Gal 2:11ff. 

6. Acts 13:1f. 
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7. Acts 15:13-34; 21:18f, Gal 1:1 8f. 

8. Ignatius, Epist. ad Trall., Migne, PG (5), 676. 

9, The controversy over the genuineness of the seven letters 
of Ignatius has begun to die down after J.B. Lightfoot’s learned 
defense of their authenticity in his monumental edition, The 
Apostolic Fathers (London, 1891); on the same subject see V. 
Corwin, Ignatius and Christianity in Antioch, p. 50; C.C. Rich- 
ardson, “The Church in Ignatius of Antioch,” Journal of Relig- 
ion, XVII (1937), 428ff. 

10. Epist. ad Trall., Migne, PG (5), 677. The advent and tri- 
umph, however, of the monarchic episcopate is the central prob- 
lem in the organization and development of the early church, and 
various theories of this organization have been advanced, each 
one winning varying degrees of acceptance. 

11. G. Downey, A History of Antioch in Syria, 302. Apart from 
his Apology to Autolycus (Migne, PG [6], 1023-1168), Theophi- 
lus’ treatises have been lost. He seems, however, to have 
employed in his writings a biblical interpretation which is more 
literal and historical than the one employed by his contemporar- 
ies (cf. R.M. Grant, The Letter and the Spirit {London: S.P.C.K., 
1957], 78-81). 

12. R.V. Sellers, Two Ancient Christologies (London S.P.C.K., 
1954), 107-118; John Romanidis, “Highlights in the Debate over 
Theodore of Mopsuestia’s Christology and Some Suggestions for 
a Fresh Approach,” The Greek Theological Review, V, No. 2 
(Winter 1959-1960), 163. 

13. A History of the Early Church, trans. B.L. Woolf (London: 
Lutterworth Press, 1950), III, 101ff. 

14. R. Tonneau (ed.), Les homélies catéchétiques de Théodore 
de Mopsueste (Citta del Vaticano: Bibliotheca Apostolica Vati- 
cana, 1949), 387. 

15. Paul of Samosata, as a theologian, stressed the unity of 
God and presented Christ as mere man by nature. His Logos doc- 
trine had a strong adoptionistic tendency safeguarding the mon- 
archy of the Godhead. Logos, according to Paul, is not a self-sub- 
sistent being having an independent person, but rather a 
manifestation of God’s operation. The Logos is homoousios with 
the Father because it emanates from his essence. The title “Son 
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of God” applies only to the historical Jesus, because, according 
to the gospel account (Lk 1:35), he was born of the Holy Spirit 
and the Virgin Mary. Previously, the Logos had dwelt in Moses, 
in the prophets, and in many personalities; in the fullness of time, 
Logos revealed himself in Jesus and their conjunction was such 
that separability became impossible. Logos was never an inde- 
pendent person or entity; Christ differed only in degree from the 
prophets (cf. H. Lietzmann, A History of the Early Church, WH, 
101 ff). 

16. J.D. Mansi, Sacrorum conciliorum collectio (Graz: Aka- 
demishe Druck-U. Verlagsantal, 1960), II, 893. 

17. Ibid., 895. This synodal pronouncement was altered with 
the rise of Constantinople by the Second Council in 381 which 
accorded the new Rome the first place of honor after that of 
Rome (cf. Mansi, III, 560). 

18. Hom. III In profect. episcopi Flaviani Migne, PG (49), 47. 

19. Robert Devreesse, Le patriarchat d’ Antioche (Paris: 
Librarie Lecoffre, 1945), 120. 

20. Mansi, op. cit., II, 881. 

21. Chrysostom, Hom. II Contra Anom. Migne, PG (48), 709. 

22. Historia Ecclesiastica 7.32, 2-4. 

23. Philip de Barjeau, L’école exégétique d’Antioche (Toulouse 
Impremerie A. Chauvin & Fils, 1898), 1 9ff. 

24. Chrysostomus Baur, John Chrysostom and His Time, 
trans. from the German by M. Gonzaga (Westminster, Maryland: 
The Newman Press, 1959), I, 89-91. 

25. “Alexandria et Aegyptus in LXX sius Hesychium laudat 
auctorem; Constantinopolis usque Antiochian Luciani martyris 
exemplaria probat; mediar inter has provinciae Palaestinos codi- 
ces legunt, quos ab Origene alaboratos Eusebius et Pamphilus 
vulgaverunt” (cf. Preface to Chronicles, Migne, PL [28], 1392). 

26. Glanville Downey, A History of Antioch in Syria, 338-340, 
363. 

27. Lucian has been held responsible for the Arian heresy (cf. 
Theodoret, Hist. Eccles., 1.4, Migne, PG [82], 912). Modern 
scholars hold different views with regard to Lucian’s theology. 
Adolf Harnack describes Lucian as “the Arius before Arius” (cf. 
History of Dogma, trans. from the 3rd German edition by N. 
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Buchanan [New York: Dover Publications, 1961], IV, 3); see also 
J.F. Bethune-Baker, An Introduction to the Early History of 
Christian Doctrine (7th ed.; London: Methuen & Co., 1958), 
111ff This view, however, is not accepted by H.M. Gwatkin who 
claims: “There is really nothing against Lucian except the leaning 
of his disciples to Arianism” (cf. Studies of Arianism [Cambridge: 
At the University Press, 1900], 17). 

28. Theodoret, Hist. Eccl., 1.4, Migne, PG (82), 912; see also 
Philostorgius, Hist. Eccl., 2.4, Migne, PG (65), 477. 

29. For a detailed study on the schism of Antioch see F. Cav- 
allera, Le schisme d’Antioche (Paris: Impr. Picard, 1905), 31ffand 
(lic 

30. Theodoret, Historia Religiosa 2, Migne, PG (82), 1317. 
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